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中文摘要
片語動詞(phrasal verbs)在英文中，被視為是較不正式的語言結構，因此學術
英文寫作教材中常建議寫作者避免使用片語動詞，然而近來有學者認為，大部分
的片語動詞在語域上(register)皆屬中性，僅有少數片語動詞較不正式，因而主張
在英文學術論文中，不需刻意避免使用片語動詞。針對片語動詞於學術英語寫作
中的使用情形，在過去少有學者從事相關實證研究，因而引發研究者對於這項議
題進行進一步的探討。
本研究探討母語人士與非母語人士在學術英文寫作中片語動詞的使用情
形。研究主要目的為：(1)探討母語人士是否在學術英文寫作中使用片語動詞；(2)
分析母語人士是否偏好在學術英文寫作中使用單字動詞(one-word verbs)；(3)比
較母語人士與非母語人士在片語動詞使用上的差異。
研究者蒐集二百篇由母語人士撰寫且發表於應用語言學期刊的文章，以及一
百篇由台灣應用語言學領域碩士生所撰寫的論文，運用這些語料建立約一百三十
萬字的母語人士學術英文語料庫與約一百八十萬字的非母語人士語料庫。透過語
料庫的分析，找出學術英文寫作中常用的片語動詞，並且從語料中分析母語人士
與非母語人士在片語動詞使用上的差異。
研究結果顯示，母語人士不常於學術英文寫作中使用片語動詞，在每一百萬
字中，片語動詞僅出現約一千一百次，其頻率與其他母語人士的語料庫相比，低
了四倍多。而本研究中的非母語人士亦不常於學術英文中使用片語動詞，在每百
萬字中，出現約一千六百次，其頻率約為其他語料庫片語動詞頻率的三分之一。
比較本研究中兩個語料庫的片語動詞出現頻率，發現其頻率在統計上呈現顯著性
的差異，亦即應用語言學領域的台灣碩士生比母語人士更常使用片語動詞。
本研究也整理出母語人士與非母語人士語料庫中，常見的二十五個片語動
詞，研究者發現這些片語動詞在母語人士語料庫中，佔了所有片語動詞出現頻率
的七成，在非母語人士的語料庫中，這些動詞更佔了所有片語動詞出現頻率的八ii
成，顯示只有少數的片語動詞經常運用於學術論文中。在片語動詞及同義單字動
詞的使用頻率方面，母語人士與非母語人士皆偏好於學術英文寫作中使用單字動
詞。然而與母語人士相較，非母語人士使用片語動詞的頻率較高。
除使用頻率分析外，本研究進一步透過語料分析，找出母語人士與非母語人
士在片語動詞使用上的差異。在四十九個片語動詞中，經由統計結果發現非母語
人士過度使用了十三個動詞，其可能原因為：(1) 未注意某些動詞在語域方面，
比較常出現於口說語言中；(2) 未注意某些動詞在搭配詞(collocation)方面的限
制；(3) 因母語的影響而誤用某些動詞。研究中也發現非母語人士較少使用四個
母語人士常使用的片語動詞，其可能原因為：(1)非母語人士較少於語言學習資
料中看到這些動詞；(2) 非母語人士為減低犯錯機會，避免使用這些動詞。
本研究結果顯示，母語人士與非母語人士於片語動詞的使用上，在使用頻率
以及在用法上皆有差異，研究者建議於學術英語教學者能建立常用片語動詞表，
並且提供學生真實語料，增進台灣學生對片語動詞的認識。iii
ABSTRACT
Phrasal verbs are usually considered as an informal feature in English. Textbook
writers of English academic writing often suggest learners to avoid using phrasal
verbs and to replace them with one-word verbs. Recently some researchers hold
different views on the issue. They suggest that most phrasal verbs are neutral in tone
and the use of the structure should not be discouraged. Such inconsistent opinions
arouse the researcher’s interest to empirically examine the issue.
The study set out to investigate the use of phrasal verbs by native speakers and
by non-native speakers in English academic writing in the field of applied linguistics.
The purposes of the study are: (1) to determine whether native speakers frequently
used phrasal verbs in academic writing, (2) to explore whether native speakers
preferred to use one-word verbs rather than synonymous phrasal verbs, and (3) to
examine whether Taiwanese learners used phrasal verbs in ways different from native
speakers.
The researcher built two corpora by collecting 200 research articles written by
native speakers and 100 theses by Taiwanese graduate students majoring in applied
linguistics or English language teaching. After the compilation of the corpora, the
researchers further conducted quantitative analysis to examine the use of phrasal
verbs in the two corpora.
The analysis yielded several interesting findings. First, phrasal verbs were not
frequently used in the two corpora of the study. The native speakers and the
non-native speakers used the structure around 1100 and 1600 times per million words
respectively. The frequencies were all lower than those of the other written corpora.
Second, although both native speakers and non-native speakers did not use the
structure frequently, the non-native speakers used it significantly more than native
speakers. Third, both native speaker and non-native speakers only used a few phrasaliv
verbs in academic writing. The 25 most frequent phrasal verbs in the NS corpus
accounted for 70% of the occurrence of all phrasal verbs in the corpus. In the NNS
corpus, the 25 most frequent phrasal verbs even accounted for 80% of the occurrence
of all phrasal verbs. Third, both native speakers and non-native speakers preferred to
use one-word verbs rather than their two-word counterparts. However, the non-native
speakers used phrasal verbs more than the native speakers.
The comparison of the use of phrasal verbs in the two corpora showed that out
of 49 phrasal verbs occurring more than five times in either the NS or the NNS corpus,
non-native speakers overused 13 and underused four phrasal verbs. The overuse
suggested that the non-native speakers were not aware of the register and the
collocational restrictions of some phrasal verbs. In addition, the overuse could also be
attributed to the influence of the speakers’ first language. The underuse, on the other
hand, may result from the insufficient language input or the avoidance strategy
adopted by the learners to avoid making mistakes.
Based on the findings in the present study, the researcher proposed some
pedagogical implications and offered some possible directions for future studies.v
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
1.1 Motivation
Writing academic English has been perceived as a challenging task for EFL
students in undergraduate and graduate schools (Christison & Krahnke, 1986; Burke
& Wyatt-Smith, 1996; Hyland, 1997; Cho, 2009). When writing academic essays, the
learners encountered various difficulties, such as connecting sentences smoothly,
conveying ideas in English correctly, and using appropriate academic styles (Evans &
Green, 2007). Research on written production of learners has also shown that their
writing is deviant from that of native speakers in many perspectives, including the
misuse of linking adverbials (Crewe, 1990; Yeung, 2009), the use of non-native-like
lexical clusters (Jalali, Rasekh, and Rizi, 2008), and the adoption of inappropriate
ways of expressing doubt and certainty (Hyland and Milton, 1997). One possible
cause of the deviation is the employment of informal expressions in writing.
The use of stylistic inappropriate words and expressions by learners has been
documented in previous studies. First, features of writer/reader visibility (e.g. first and
second personal pronouns) were overused by EFL learners, which increased the
personal involvement and decreased the formality of their writing (Petch-Tyson, 1998;
McCrostie, 2008; Luzón, 2009). Second, informal words or expressions were used
more than formal ones to fulfill discourse functions, resulting in a “chatty” tone in
learner writing (Gilquin and Paquot, 2008). Third, connectors were frequently placed
in sentence initial position by learners, which was a feature more prevalent in spoken
language (Field and Yip, 1992; Granger and Tyson, 1996). Fourth, compared with2
native speakers, more vague nouns (people, man) and indirect pronouns (everyone,
anything) were employed by learners, which were characteristics of informal registers
(Hinkel, 2002).
Although many informal elements in learner writing have been investigated, one
important feature, phrasal verbs, is rarely examined by researchers. Phrasal verbs are
often considered informal in English. Writing manuals or textbooks often suggest
learners to avoid using phrasal verbs (e.g. Swales and Feak, 2004; Brannan, 2006;
DiYanni and Hoy, 2008). However, some phrasal verbs were indeed employed in
formal contexts by native speakers (Cornell, 1985). Fletcher (2005) further suggested
that in some cases, phrasal verb may be a better choice than one-word verbs in writing.
In other words, not all phrasal verbs are informal and should be avoided in academic
writing. Whereas it remains equivocal whether phrasal verbs should be discouraged in
academic writing or not, few studies have been conducted to clarify the issue. The
present study is motivated by the paucity of studies on the topic, setting out to shed
light on the use of phrasal verbs in academic English by expert writers and advanced
EFLlearners.
1.2 Purpose of the Study
While writers of academic English are often suggested to avoid using phrasal
verbs and to replace them with one-word verbs, it is not uncommon to see phrasal
verbs in research articles written by native speakers of English. Such conflicting
phenomenon arouses the researcher’s interest for further investigation. To unveil
whether the structure was frequently used in writing, the first purpose of the analysis
is to examine the use of phrasal verbs in academic English by expert writers.3
The second purpose is to probe into the frequency of occurrence of phrasal verbs
and their one-word equivalents. Words of Latin origins are often said to be more
formal than phrasal verbs. However, few studies empirically examined the frequency
of the near synonymous pairs. The study attempts to verify whether one-word verbs
are more common than their multi-word counterparts.
The third purpose of the study is to examine the use of phrasal verbs in academic
writing by Chinese EFL learners. Phrasal verbs are a special linguistic structure in
many Germanic languages. Research has shown that the verbs were used more
frequently by English learners with Germanic languages as their first language than
by those who did not possess the structure in their first language (Waibel, 2007).
However, it is still unclear whether the results could apply to Chinese learners, whose
native language belongs to non-Germanic language families.
In view of the preceding research purposes, three major research questions to be
addressed in the study are as follow:
(1) Do expert writers use phrasal verbs in academic writing? What phrasal
verbs, if any, are commonly used by these writers?
(2) If there are synonymous pairs, do expert writers prefer to use one-word
verbs than phrasal verbs? What are the relative frequencies of the use of
phrasal verbs and their one-word verb equivalents in the writing of expert
writers?
(3) Do Chinese EFL learners use phrasal verbs in academic writing? Are
there any differences between the use of the verbs by learners and that by
expert writers?4
1.3 Significance of the Study
The study is one of the few studies which focus on the use of phrasal verbs by
learners in academic writing. Preceding investigations have discovered that learners
had the inclination to avoid using phrasal verbs (Dagut and Laufer, 1985; Hulstijn and
Marchena, 1989; Laufer and Eliasson; 1993; Liao and Fukuya, 2004). Research on
how phrasal verbs were actually used in academic writing, however, is relatively
sparse in the literature.
The present study also differs from previous studies in the method of data
collection. The data in the study are obtained from a learner corpus, which is different
from most of the previous studies using tests (e.g. multiple-choice and translation tests)
to elicit data for analysis (Dagut and Laufer, 1985; Hulstijn and Marchena, 1989;
Laufer and Eliasson; 1993; Sjöholm, 1995; Liao and Fukuya, 2004; Siyanova and
Schmitt, 2007). Data extracted from the elicitation method may be problematic
because the data were collected from contrived situations, not from natural language
use. The data is thus more or less inauthentic (Granger, 1998). In addition, the results
derived from the method might not be representative since only a small amount of
phrasal verbs could be tested at one time— too many test items may fatigue test
takers.
In recent years, corpus analysis has been gradually applied in studies of phrasal
verbs (e.g. Waibel, 2007 and Carrió, 2002). The present study is different from those
in terms of the source of corpus compilation and the size of the corpus. Waibel (2007)
examined how European English learners used phrasal verbs in a learner corpus
consisting of essays written by college students. While the data were more authentic
than those elicited from tests, the use of learner essays as the source of the learner5
corpus may not be fully authentic. As Granger (2002) put it, “they [free compositions]
are also to some extent elicited since some task variables such as the topic or the time
limit, are often imposed on learners (p.8).” The present study compiled a learner
corpus from theses written by EFL learners. Such material is more authentic than
learner essays since theses were production of real-life tasks for EFLlearners.
Carrió (2002) also investigated the use of phrasal verbs by native and
non-native writers with corpora data. The corpus was formed by published technical
articles. Though the data were authentic, the corpus in her study was only composed
of ten research articles in total, which limited the generalizability of the research
findings. The study expanded to size of the corpus by collecting 100 theses written by
learners from different colleges in Taiwan to obtain more representative results.
Furthermore, most of the previous studies investigated the use of phrasal verbs
by learners other than Chinese. Little is done on how Chinese learners used the
multi-word verbs in academic writing. The present study is one of the few studies
focusing on the group of learners.
1.4 Definition of Key Terms
Phrasal verbs
Phrasal verbs are one type of the multi-word verbs. They consist of a verb and
an adverbial particle, functioning lexically or syntactically as s single verb (Quirk,
Greenbaum, Leech, and Svartvik, 1985; Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad, and
Finegan, 1999). The verbs are different from another type of multi-word verbs—
prepositional verbs, which are composed of a verb and a preposition. In addition to
the structural differences, these two types of verbs also differ in their formality.6
According to Biber et al. (1999), propositional verbs are relatively common in
academic prose while phrasal verbs are used less frequently in the same genre.
“Phrasal verbs” is sometimes used to refer to both phrasal verbs and preposition
verbs (e.g. McCarthy and O’Dell, 2007; Cowie and Mackin, 1993) though these two
constructions follow different rules (Quirk et al., 1985). In the present study, phrasal
verbs are defined as the combination of a verb and a particle7
CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review
This chapter is divided into two sections. The first section reviews previous
studies on the use of informal or spoken features in learners’ academic writing. The
second section presents studies related to the use of phrasal verbs by learners.
2.1 Informal Features in Learner Writing
Many English learners often failed to produce native-like essays even after years
of learning. The “foreign-sounding” essays partly resulted from the expressions they
used in writing. They tended to use words and phrases typical of speech rather than of
formal writing. Their use of words reflected their insensitivity to the differences
between spoken and written English. Chafe (1982) suggested that in written language,
the writers did not communicate with their readers interpersonally. They were “more
concerned with producing something that will be consistent and defensible when read
by different people at different times in different places (p.45).” They would employ
features that detached themselves from readers. On the other hand, in oral
communication, speakers had direct contact with listeners and had an obligation to
express their thoughts fully to ensure successful communication. The speakers thus
required languages showing ‘involvement.’ According to Chafe, features of
involvements included first person reference, emphatic particles, fuzziness (e.g.,
vague nouns), and direct questions. These features have been shown to be overused
by learners in previous studies. These studies are reviewed in the following sections.8
2.1.1 Use of first personal pronouns
The use of first personal pronouns is a complex issue in academic writing.
Surveys of writing manuals showed conflicting suggestions toward the use of the
pronouns (Hyland, 2002a; Bennett, 2009). The use of them is often considered
inappropriate in academic writing because it may decrease the objectivity of the
writing. However, as Swales and Feak (2004) stated, “the use of I or we does not
necessarily make a piece of writing informal (p.24).” It was a strategy to show
authority in research (Hyland, 2002a) and to perform specific discourse functions
such as stating results, explaining the research procedures or showing contribution to
research (Kuo, 1998). The feature has been gradually accepted in academic
communities (Chang and Swales, 1999), though some variances existed among
different disciplines (Hyland, 1999a).
Although the use of first personal pronouns does not entail informal style in
writing, inappropriate use of them may still cause stylistic problems. Studies have
shown that the use of I and We by learners was deviant from that by native speakers in
terms of purposes and frequency. Petch-Tyson (1998) explored how EFLlearners used
features of writer/reader visibility, which imparted interaction between readers and
writers and expressed writers’ personal feelings. She analyzed the features with the
data from International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE), a learner corpus consisting
of essays written by EFL college students of different L1 backgrounds. The researcher
selected four subcorpora (essays written by French, Dutch, Swedish, and Finnish
learners) for analysis. The results showed that the use of first and second personal
pronouns in all subcorpora was two to three times as much as that in Louvain Corpus
of Native English Essays (LOCNESS), a native corpus consisting of essays written by9
American and British college students. In addition, the study also found that learners
preferred to place features typical of speech such as I think and I guess at the end of
the sentence. This study was partly replicated by Cobb (2003) with a corpus formed
by essays of Quebec learners of English. The results also revealed that learners
overused first and second personal pronouns.
Ädel (2008) analyzed Swedish learners’ use of metadiscourse, which was used
“to guide the reader through the text and to comment on the use of language in the
text (p.47).” The study found that Swedish learners in ICLE tended to overuse
metadiscourse devices, especially personal metadiscourse, which manifested the
direct interaction between the writer and the imagined reader. The tendency could be
exemplified by the sentence extracted from the study (ibid: 53):
I have decided to discuss the unpleasant experiences first of all–so let us get
them out of way!
The use of I in the sentence clearly visualized the presence of the writer, which was
less frequent in essays written by native speakers.
Luzón (2009) inquired into the use of we in 55 academic reports written by
Spanish EFLEngineering students. The study showed the learners used I and we more
frequently than expert writers as well. In the learner corpus, the frequency of first
personal pronouns was 10.3 times per 1,000 words, while other studies showed that
expert writers used the pronouns around six to seven times per 1,000 words. The
qualitative analysis in this study further exhibited the differences of the use of the
features in the two corpora. When I/we was used to guide the reader through the text,
the learners were found to produce clusters such as we are going to, we want to, and
we will talk, which were rarely found in formal academic writing. In addition, when
the learners intended to arouse the reader’s attention, they would produce collocations10
unconventional in the expert corpus. The unconventional clusters included we can
emphasize, we must say that, and we need to add that. When the expert writers
attempted to arouse their readers’ interest, they would use more impersonal clusters
such as it should be noted.
Personal pronouns were used inappropriately not only by European learners but
also by Asian learners. McCrostie (2008) collected 333 essays written by first-year
and second-year Japanese college students and examined the features of writer
visibility identified in Petch-Tyson’s study. It was found that both groups of Japanese
students overused first/second personal pronouns. The overuse was especially
prominent in essays written by the freshmen. They used first/second pronouns four
times higher than native speakers of English. Though the sophomores also overused
the feature, they reduced their use of first/second pronouns. The number of the
features in their essays was two times higher than that found in essays of native
speakers. McCrostie further analyzed how Japanese learners used these personal
pronouns. He found that the learners favored to collocate I with think to express their
mental processes, which was an expression rarely used by native speakers. In similar
contexts, the native speakers would use I to collocate with verbs describing their past
experiences rather than use think to show their mental processing in their writing
(Petch-Tyson, 1998).
Hyland and Milton (1997) examined the ways Chinese learners expressed doubt
and certainty in their essays. One of their findings indicated that Chinese learners
employed more spoken forms in academic writing than students of native speakers.
The learners would choose personalized forms (e.g. I with epistemic verbs) to show
their attitudes toward propositions while L1 writers used more depersonalized forms11
(e.g. impersonal pronouns or passive voice) to perform the same discourse function.
The studies reviewed above revealed that learners from different L1 background
had problems using first personal pronouns appropriately. They tended to overly show
the presence of writers and personal involvement in the discourse, creating informal
tone in their writing.
2.1.2 Inappropriate use of connectors
The informality of learner writing is also manifest in the use of adverbial
connectors (Altenberg and Tapper, 1998), or linking adverbials (Biber et al., 1999).
Field and Yip (1992) analyzed the use of conjunctions in essays written by Chinese
high school students in Hong Kong. One major finding was that compared with native
speakers, the learners significantly overused connectors, especially those common in
speech such as actually and besides. The researchers also pointed out that the learners
were prone to place conjunctions at the sentential initial and paragraph initial position.
Similar to Chinese learners of English, European learners were found to have
problems using connectors. Granger and Tyson (1996) discovered that French learners
overused actually and of course, and underused connectors such as hence, therefore,
and thus. These learners appeared to be unaware of the register differences among
connectors. The following stylistically inappropriate sentences were found in the
study:
[1] Moreover, the United States of American and England do share the same national
language but do not form a nation. Anyway, the point is that language...
[2] […] to a national feeling. So we see that the evolution
(Granger and Tyson, 1996:23)
The researchers proposed that the inappropriate use of connectors by French learners12
was partly due to the insufficient emphasis on the instruction of register differences in
English. They observed that “distinction between spoken and written style are likely
to be touched on but not focused on until the end of a university course (p. 23).”
Altenberg and Tapper (1998) explored the use of adverbial connectors in
Swedish learner writing. To analyze whether the learners used the features in ways
different from native speakers, they selected 86 untimed essays from ICLE to build a
learner corpus of around 50,000 words, and used LOCNESS as the reference corpus.
The analysis showed that Swedish underused formal conjuncts (e.g., therefore, thus,
however, and yet) and employed less formal conjuncts in their writing. The findings
lead the authors to suggest that a major writing problem to Swedish learners was their
lack of register awareness.
Lorenz (1999) investigated causal connector usage by German learners of
English. He compiled two learner corpora by collecting argumentative essays written
by high school and undergraduate students respectively. Two parallel native corpora
were also built for reference. The results showed that the learners had the tendency of
overusing connectors typical of speech. For example, because occurred around 200
times per 100,000 words in the learner corpora while it appeared about 150 times in
the native corpora. Furthermore, the learners used the connector at sentence initial
positions, which made their essays more resemble to the style of speech. An
interesting finding in the study was that the number of several informal expressions in
the undergraduate learner corpus was higher than that in the high school learner
corpus. For example, college students used more so and that’s why than high school
students. The researcher suggested that the phenomenon might stem from the
experiences of exposure to various language input. The older learners had more13
opportunities to receive input from both formal written language and informal
conversational language in colleges; however, they failed to develop the awareness of
register differences in the process and thus mixed formal with informal expressions in
their writing.
In addition to overusing and underusing connectors, learners were also found to
use connectors in ways common in oral interaction. Schleppegrell (1996) probed into
the use of because in ESL writing. She found ESL learners tended to use because to
realize functions that occurred more frequently in speech. The tendency is illustrated
by examples extracted from Schleppegrell’s study.
[1] People who enjoys communication by letters are romantic because they tend to
write in a very classy and formal way (ibid, p. 276).
[2] An example of technology taking the place of man exists in the computers. Kids
today get recognition for papers or essays they write but they don’t get the
satisfaction. Because the computer does most of the work in establishing the
essays together (ibid, p. 278).
[3] Finally, I don’t think we are robbed out of our ‘satisfaction’ because of the
technology because let say you are a doctor and because of the technology you are
able to help more patients (ibid, p. 279).
As Schleppegrell noted, instead of presenting reasons people liked to communicate by
letters, the writer of the first example used because to present knowledge that justified
his/her assertion, explaining why he/she deemed the communication as romantic. The
second example exhibited the use of because in an independent clause to introduce
information. The third one showed the use of because to connect larger segments of
discourse. These three types of uses of because rarely occurred in academic writing of
native speakers.
Yeung (2009) looked into how besides was used in Chinese learners’ writing.
She compared the use of besides in a corpus consisting of essays written by learners14
and that in several English native corpora. The results showed that the frequency of
the use of besides in learner writing was eight times higher than that in the expert
corpora. Moreover, the use of the conjunct in learner writing was different from that
in the expert corpora. In the learner corpus, besides was used for listing propositions.
In the expert corpora, it was used to add the final point to an argument. Another
difference was the use of besides as a way to mark afterthoughts. Such use of besides
was common in the writing of learners but rare in that of native speakers. The native
speakers only used it in dialogues or narratives, not in formal genres like research
articles.
In Taiwan, several researchers have also conducted studies to investigate the use
of connectors by Taiwanese learners. Shen (2005) studied the use of “conjunctive
adverbials” by graduate students majoring in applied linguistics. She collected 74
research articles published in the conferences proceedings. She then compared the use
of the adverbials in these articles with journal articles written by professional writers
in the same discipline. Different from the results revealed in previous studies, the
research showed that the learners employed similar number of conjunctive adverbials
as native speakers and chose more formal adverbials in their writing. These fairly
advanced English learners, however, still had problems with the register of some
adverbials. They were found to use besides frequently as an additive and to use
instead more than rather.
Chen (2006) was also interested in the use of conjunctive adverbials by
Taiwanese graduate students of applied linguistics. She compared the use of the
features in 23 term papers produced by ten learners with that in 16 journal articles by
professional writers. One of the findings in her study again showed that besides, an15
informal adverbial, was frequently used by learners. The conjunct was not found in
the writing of experts in her study.
2.1.3 Use of words typical of speech
Apart from studies which focused on specific linguistic features, some studies
have investigated the use of words in general in learner writing. In written English,
precise words were often required since words were the only device for conveying
ideas in written communication.As noted by Cobb (2003: 402-403):
The common explanation of the written-spoken difference is that spoken
language, especially conversation, does not require nuanced vocabulary since
nuancing of meaning can be provided by shared context, deixis, facial expressions,
and so on. Most forms of writing, on the other hand, have greater need of nuanced
vocabulary since written texts must be able to bridge gaps over space, and time
between unshared contexts.
Many learners, however, often failed to recognize the differences between written and
spoken English. Granger and Rayson (1998) employed a lexical frequency software
to analyze the word frequency in essays written by French learners and by English
native speakers studying in colleges. The results showed that the learners tended to
overuse adverbs and nouns typical of speech. They used short adverbs (e.g. very, so,
and even) more frequently than –ly adverbs, which were preferred in academic
writing. The learners were also found to use general or vague words frequently such
as people, thing, and problem.
Ringbom’s (1998) and Cobb’s (2003) research also yielded similar findings.
Ringbom analyzed vocabulary frequencies in seven subcorpora in ICLE and in
LOCNESS. The study identified words that frequently appeared in the learner corpora,
including people, things, and think, which echoed the findings of Granger and Rayson16
(1998). Cobb (2003) replicated Ringbom’s study with a Quebec learner corpus. The
results again suggested that advanced learners tended to overuse general words in
their writing.
Hinkel (2003) examined the frequency of words and sentences structures typical
of speech in essays written by L1 and L2 college students from five L1 backgrounds.
The words under analysis were vague nouns (people, thing, way), public verbs (say,
state, talk), private verbs (feel, learn, study), and expecting/tentative verbs (like, try,
want), which were identified as more informal in previous studies. The results
showed that compared with native speakers, all groups of learners overused these
features significantly and thus generated essays that seemed informal and colloquial.
2.1.4 Use of direct questions
Direct questions were a feature which showed personal involvement (Chafe,
1982) and were thus more common in speech, yet the use of them was not
unacceptable in academic writing (Chang and Swales, 1999). Professional writers in
some disciplines (e.g., philosophy and linguistics) used direct questions to realize
certain rhetoric functions when writing research articles (Hyland, 2002b). Direct
questions also appeared in learners writing; however, they were used inappropriately.
Virtanen (1998) conducted a study on EFL learners’ use of direct questions in
argumentative essays from subcorpora of ICLE. The use of direct questions by
learners was compared with that of native college students in LOCNESS. It was
found that though some variances existed among different groups of learners, most of
the non-native speakers overused the feature. The native speakers used 1.83 direct
questions per 1,000 words while the learners used 2.88 questions per 1,000 words.17
The overuse of direct questions was suggested to “reduce their argumentative value
and increase the often more informal style of their writing (ibid: 105).”
2.1.5 Use of spoken-like features to perform rhetoric functions
In recent years, some studies have been carried out to gain insights on how
learners fulfilled rhetoric functions in their writing (e.g. Hinkel, 2005; Gilquin and
Paquot, 2008; Paquot, 2008). These studies revealed that learners tended to use a
limited range of linguistic features to perform rhetoric functions. Furthermore, the
features used by learners were more typical of speech than of formal writing.
Hinkel (2005) analyzed how learners used hedging devices and intensifiers to
express possibility and certainty in a corpus contributed by 626 non-native college
students from six L1 backgrounds. The learners were found to use downtoners
common in speech such as only, just, and simply in their essays. In terms of the use of
intensifier, learners showed similar tendency to use features dominated in informal
registers. The following example from Hinkel (2005: 46) illustrated the phenomenon:
I always admire people who totally know their personal interests completely and
choose their major field of study based on the interests. It is really a happy study,
never a responsibility, a task, or even drudgery. Considering the Nobel prize winners,
the same exact fact holds for every profession, for example, Bill Gates. Everyone
wants to do what they totally love. But I think an important reason why a lot of
people are miserable in their jobs is that they don’t know their interests at all. If a
person always does what others, such as his parents, his teachers, and his best friend,
expect them to do, they will completely lose their ability to find out their own interest
and then will spend the rest of their lives in great error.
In the passage, the learner used always, really, and totally, which were all words
frequently occurred in colloquial language.
Paquot (2008) focused on how learners introduced examples in five subcorpora18
in ICLE. Among different groups of learners, French learners were detected to
repeatedly use let us/let’s to introduce examples. The chunks appeared around 70
times per 100,000 words in the French learner corpus, whereas in the native corpus,
the units occurred less than 10 times per 100,000 words. Paquot commented that in
academic writing by learners, “the speech-like nature of this sequence leads to an
overall impression of stylistic inappropriateness (p.112).”
Gilquin and Paquot (2008) investigated the realization of 12 types of rhetoric
functions in learner writing. They selected 350 words and phrases used to perform
different rhetoric functions and analyzed how these words and phrases were used by
learners. The data under analysis contained 1.5 million words of academic writing
contributed by advanced EFL learners from 14 L1 backgrounds. The results showed
that the learners overused words and phrases that occurred frequently in speech and
underused more formal counterparts. For example, when the learners expressed
possibility, they used maybe rather than perhaps, which was more frequent in formal
academic writing. In addition, when introducing new topics, the learners preferred the
expressions frequently occurring in speech such as I would like/ I want/ I am going to
talk about. These expressions rarely occurred in academic writing.
This section has reviewed studies about the use of informal features in formal
writing by ESL/EFL learners. However, one feature generally deemed as informal,
phrasal verbs, has received little attention in learner corpus research. The following
section discusses the structure in detail.
2.2 Phrasal Verbs
Phrasal verbs have been discussed thoroughly in linguistic perspectives (cf.19
Quirk et al., 1985; Biber et al.,1999; Huddleston and Pullum, 2002). Syntactically,
phrasal verbs may be transitive (turn on and find out) or intransitive (break down and
come on), and separable or inseparable (Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman, 1999).
Semantically, phrasal verbs may be nonidiomatic, semi-idiomatic, or highly idiomatic
(Quirk et al., 1985). Since the study is on the use of phrasal verbs in academic writing,
studies on theoretical aspects of the structure will not be reviewed in the present study.
The study will only present research related to the learning, teaching, and use of
phrasal verbs.
The section is divided into three parts: (1) the learning of phrasal verbs; (2) the
pedagogical suggestions on the structure; and (3) the stylistic features of phrasal verbs
and their use in academic writing
2.2.1 Difficulties of learning and using phrasal verbs
Due to their syntactic and semantic complexities, phrasal verbs were perceived
as a challenging structure for EFL/ESL learners (e.g., Moon, 1997; Darwin and Gray,
1999; Waibel, 2007). Learners often confronted difficulties when they comprehended
and employed phrasal verbs. One of the difficulties is that they may not recognize the
combination as a single meaning unit (Parrot, 2001; Siyanova and Schmitt, 2007),
interpreting the sense of a phrasal verb from decoding the meaning of the verb and
the particle individually. The difficulty was amplified when the verb and the particle
in a phrasal verb were separated by a string of words. Folse (2004: 8) provided an
example illustrating this problem:
Well, we were supposed to look all those Latin and Greek roots on page 52 up.
In the example, the phrasal verb look up is separated by ten words. Learners may only20
recognize the meaning of look, overlooking the particle.
Another difficulty is related to the semantic transparency of phrasal verbs (Moon,
1997; Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman, 1999; Schmitt; 2000; Folse, 2004;
Siyanova and Schmitt, 2007; Waibel, 2007). Learners may successfully decode the
meaning of nonidiomatic phrasal verbs from integrating the meaning of the verb and
the particle, yet combining the meaning of the two was likely to cause
misinterpretation for idiomatic phrasal verbs such as give up and butter up.
Furthermore, some phrasal verbs had multiple meanings (Biber et al., 1999), which
increased the difficulty of comprehending the meanings of them in a certain context.
One example of the polysemous phrasal verbs is take in, which means to understand
something, to include something or to watch a movie or performance. Added to the
semantic complexity of phrasal verbs was the dialectal difference in English. For
example, tick off means to put marks on lists in British English, whereas it means to
annoy someone inAmerican English (Moon, 1997).
The stylistic feature of phrasal verbs was also a hindrance for learners to master
the verbs. Phrasal verbs were generally seen as more colloquial than their
synonymous one-word verbs. They were thus used more in informal contexts. Even
though learners had no problem using phrasal verbs correctly, they may still use them
inappropriately. As noted by Siyanova and Schmitt (2007: 121):
For learners, the issue is not so much choosing the verb form which carries the
correct meaning, but rather choosing the verb which has the appropriate register, and
which conforms to the expectations of the speech community. As such, the correct
selection between multi-word verbs and their one-word counterparts makes a
difference in how native-like and communicatively-effective a learner is.
Further compounding the stylistic features of phrasal verbs was the inconclusive role
of them in academic writing. Although phrasal verbs were usually labeled as21
colloquial or informal and were suggested to be avoided in academic writing, some
researchers have argued that most of the phrasal verbs were neutral in tone.
According to Fletcher (2005), except few informal phrasal verbs, most of the phrasal
verbs could be used in various contexts and should not be discouraged in formal
writing. Learners may be confused about whether phrasal verbs could be used in
formal writing or not.
Moreover, learners were prone to avoid using phrasal verbs in context where
verbs were more appropriate than the single-word counterparts. The avoidance was
thought to result from the complexity of phrasal verbs in English (Hulstijn and
Marchena, 1989) or the L1-L2 difference (Dagut and Laufer, 1985; Laufer and
Eliasson, 1993).
Dagut and Laufer (1985) recruited three groups of Hebrew students (60 students
in each group) and measured whether these EFL students preferred the single-word
verbs rather than phrasal verbs by three tests. The multiple test included 15 test items
and the students were asked to choose one option from a correct phrasal verb and its
equivalent one-word verb, and two other distractors. The second test was the verb
translation test, which required students to translate a missing verb in a sentence from
Hebrew to English. The third test asked students to memorize sentences with phrasal
verbs and the participants had to provide the verbs in the sentences in English. The
overall results of the three tests showed that students tended to avoid using phrasal
verbs, especially figurative ones. Such avoidance behavior, according to the
researchers, could be attributed to interlingual differences: the students avoided using
phrasal verbs since the structure did not appear in their L1 and thus they were not
familiar with the verb combinations.22
Apart from L1 influence, other factors may also account for the avoidance
behavior. Hulstijn and Marchena (1989) invited intermediate and advanced Dutch
learners, whose L1 belongs to Germanic languages, to participate in their study. The
students were asked to take the three tests in the same format as those used in Dagut
and Laufer’s (1985) study. It was found that advanced learners did not avoid using
phrasal verbs, while intermediate learners showed the tendency to use fewer phrasal
verbs than advanced learners and native speakers, especially figurative verb
combinations. It was also found that learners avoided using “too Dutch-like” phrasal
verbs because the learners may perceive these verbs as nontransferable. Based on
their findings, the researchers contended that the avoidance behavior may result from
the semantic complexity of phrasal verbs and the similarity between L1 and L2.
Because of these factors, students chose single-word verbs to reduce the possibilities
of making mistakes.
To ascertain Hulstijn amnd Marchena’s (1989) argument on the avoidance of
phrasal verbs, Laufer and Eliasson (1993) adopted a multiple-choice test and a
translation test to examine whether idiomatic phrasal verbs were disfavored by
Swedish learners, whose L1 involved the structure of phrasal verbs. It was founded
that the learners did not avoid phrasal verbs significantly. The finding was compared
with that of Dagut and Laufer (1985), revealing that phrasal verbs were avoided by
learners whose first language lacked the structure (e.g. Hebrew learners). The verbs
were not avoided by those who possessed the structure in their L1 (e.g. Swedish
learners). It was also found that figurative phrasal verbs were not avoided in particular.
These results lead the researchers to conclude that it was the interlingual differences,
not the semantic complexity of phrasal verbs, that played the major role in learners’23
avoidance of the verbs.
Liao and Fukuya (2004) were interested in whether phrasal verbs were avoided
by Chinese learners, who lacked the structure in their native language. They recruited
70 intermediate and advanced Chinese learners and divided them into three groups to
take three tests (multiple-choice, translation, and recall tests) respectively. The results
showed that intermediate learners disfavored phrasal verbs; advanced learners, on the
other hand, did not avoid phrasal verbs. The disparity between the use of phrasal
verbs by the intermediate and advanced learners was claimed as “a developmental
manifestation of interlanguage from avoidance to nonavoidance (ibid: 212).”
Sjöholm’s (1995) study was more comprehensive than previous studies. He
inquired into the factors that influenced the acquisition of phrasal verbs by Swedish
and Finnish learners. In the study, the researcher employed a test of 28 multi-choice
questions to investigate whether the acquisition of the structure was influenced by
interlingual differences, semantic transparency, or the nature of language input. The
results showed that (1) Finnish learners, who did not have the parallel structure of
phrasal verbs in their mother tongue, were less inclined to use phrasal verbs than
Swedish learners, who owned the structure of the multi-word verbs in their mother
tongue; (2) both groups of learners had difficulty using idiomatic phrasal verbs
correctly and tended to choose transparent phrasal verbs; and (3) learners who
received more input of phrasal verbs showed better performance on the use of phrasal
verbs. Thus, all these factors played crucial roles in the acquisition of phrasal verbs.
In addition to the avoidance of phrasal verbs, EFL/ESL learners’ awareness of
the register features of the multi-word verbs were also examined by researchers.
Siyanova and Schmitt (2007) investigated the use of phrasal verbs and their one-word24
equivalents by native and non-native speakers of English with corpus analysis and a
verb-usage questionnaire. They selected 26 pairs of phrasal verbs and their
synonymous one-word equivalents and then analyzed the frequency of them in a
written native corpus, (BNC), a spoken native corpus (CANCODE), and a written
learner corpus (ICLE). They also designed a verb-usage questionnaire of 26 test items.
The questionnaire was distributed to 65 native and 65 non-native speakers of English.
They were asked to rate the likelihood of using the near synonymous pair in informal
contexts with six-point Likert scale from one (very unlikely) to six (very likely).
Results derived from the two research methods were contradictive. It was found
that in the three corpora, the frequency of one-word verbs was higher than that of
multi-word counterparts. The results of the verb pair questionnaire, on the other hand,
showed that native speakers were more inclined to use phrasal verbs rather than
one-word verbs. As for non-native speakers, though they used phrasal verbs slightly
more than one-word verbs, they did not use phrasal verbs as often as native speakers.
Most of the studies mentioned above had one feature in common: the data were
derived from elicitation techniques, i.e. different types of tests. Such technique may
be problematic. Waibel (2007) argued that:
Although this kind of data extraction might be useful in research geared to investigate
avoidance- only if learners are given the choice between a single and a phrasal verb
can avoidance become apparent- it is problematic at the same time. Students were
biased because they were provided with a set of possible answers.
Studies using other sources of data, such as free production data, are needed to yield
more reliable results.
2.2.2 The teaching of phrasal verbs
Acquiring phrasal verbs is important for learners as they are fairly common in25
English. As Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999) states, "no one can speak or
understand English, at least the informal register, without a knowledge of phrasal
verbs (p.425)." Phrasal verbs should therefore be emphasized in English language
teaching. Some concerns have been brought up regarding the instruction of the
structure. The first issue is related to what should be taught. Since phrasal verbs are
prevalent in English, language teachers or textbook writers often need to decide the
verbs that should be prioritized in class. Such decision is often made based on the
intuition of language educators. However, intuition might not be a reliable criterion.
Koprowski (2005) examined whether the lexical phrases introduced in three
coursebooks for intermediate learners were frequently used by native speakers or not.
It was found that many lexical phrases in the textbooks, including phrasal verbs, were
not very common in COBUILD corpus, a native corpus of 330 million words. Nearly
a quarter of the phrases appeared less than one time per million words in the reference
corpus, and more than 14 percent of the phrases did not occur in the native corpus.
Koprowski's study verified the inaccuracy of selecting phrasal verbs by intuition.
To highlight phrasal verbs of pedagogical value more effectively, researchers have
recommended frequency as a criterion for selection (Darwin and Gray, 1999;
Koprowski, 2005; Gardner and Davies, 2007; Trebits, 2009). Koprowski (2005)
suggested that the frequency and range of lexical phrases should be considered in the
process of editing textbooks for English learners. The frequency analysis of phrasal
verbs could prevent students from learning obscure phrasal verbs (Darwin and Gray,
2000). However, the information on the frequency of phrasal verbs was rather sparse.
As Darwin and Gray (1999) remarked, "very little has been done to determine the
frequency of particular phrasal verbs (p.67)."26
To date, only few studies have used the frequency to identify pedagogically
valuable phrasal verbs. Gardner and Davies (2007) identified frequent phrasal verbs
in a large native corpus, British National Corpus (BNC). The researchers extracted
combinations of a lexical verb and an adverbial particle from the tagged corpus. They
found that some words, such as out, up and down, occurred more frequently as
adverbial particles in phrasal verb constructions than as prepositions in prepositional
verbs. According to the researchers, such finding could help learners recognize
whether the multi-word construction were phrasal verbs or not. In addition, Gardner
and Davies also pointed out the top 20 lexical verbs functioning in phrasal verbs.
These verbs in combination of eight particles (160 units) were found to account for
more than half of the phrasal verbs in the BNC. Based on the findings, they
established the list of the top 100 phrasal verbs from the 160 combinations and
recommended these phrasal verbs should be addressed in language classes.
Grader and Davies's study showed the frequency of phrasal verbs in general
English. However, it is still not clear what the frequent phrasal verbs are in English
for specific purposes. Recently, Trebits's (2009) research shed some light on this
aspect. In the study, the researcher established the list of the most frequent phrasal
verbs by analyzing The Corpus of EU English (CEUE), a corpus of 200,000 words
consisting of documents of European Union. It was found phrasal verbs occurred
1031 times in the corpus, which meant that readers would encounter one every 200
words. It was also found that that the top 25 phrasal verbs accounted for more than 60
percent of all phrasal verbs in the corpus. The finding revealed that certain phrasal
verbs are frequently used and are thus of pedagogical value.
The comparison of the lists from the two studies yielded noteworthy results. As27
can be seen in Table 2.1, only eight phrasal verbs overlapped. Moreover, more than
half of the phrasal verbs in CEUE were not appeared on the list of the top 100 phrasal
verbs in BNC. It is clear from the comparison that investigating the frequency of
phrasal verbs in English for specific purposes is needed for students learning English
for different purposes.
Table 2.1 The Top 25 Phrasal Verbs in BNC and in EU Documents
Rank Phrasal verbs in BNC Phrasal verbs in CEUE
1 go on set up
2 carry out set out
3 set up base on
4 pick up carry out
5 go back draw up
6 come back focus on
7 go out lay down
8 point out put forward
9 find out open up
10 come up depend on
11 make up make up
12 take over report on
13 come out find out
14 come on call on
15 come in move around
16 go down take up
17 work out follow up
18 set out work on
19 take up break down
20 get back build on
21 sit down agree on
22 turn out bring about
23 take on go on
24 give up point out
25 get up speed up28
The second issue of phrasal verb instruction concerns with how to teach or how
to present phrasal verbs to students. Studies on phrasal verbs have revealed that the
construction of them is not arbitrary. The particle in a phrasal verb is loaded with
meaning. It in some cases was more integral to the meaning of the whole construction
than the verb (Side, 1990). However, the pattern is often overlooked. In textbooks,
phrasal verbs were only treated when they occurred in the texts, or presented in a list
which displayed phrasal verbs sharing the same verb (Side, 1990). Students were left
to learn by doing practices and test items by publications (Condon and Kelly, 2002).
Perceiving the patterns behind the construction of phrasal verbs, Sansome (2000)
advocated the teaching of systematicity underlying phrasal verbs. The researcher
found that EFL students did not notice the patterns of phrasal verbs and suggested a
teacher “teaches the pattern underlying these verb combinations explicitly in order to
shortcut the learning process (p. 64).” However, as asserted by Armstrong (2004),
some teachers may also be unaware of the system underlying the verb combinations.
Even though teachers may have acquired the systematicity of phrasal verbs
subconsciously, they may still not be able to impart the knowledge to students since
they were not explicitly aware of it. He advised that teachers should equip themselves
with the knowledge of the semantic as well as syntactic patterns of phrasal verbs.
Previous studies have outlined the effective methods of teaching phrasal verbs,
yet few examined the effectiveness of these methods in real teaching context. Condon
and Kelly’s (2002) study contributed to this area by empirically testing the
effectiveness of two teaching methods: the Cognitive approach and the Collins
Cobuild approach. They stated that both approaches underlined the importance of the
particles in forming the meaning of phrasal verbs. The difference was that the former29
approach classified the phrasal verbs based on the meaning of particles, while the
latter grouped the verb combinations based on the meaning of the whole phrasal verb.
They further elaborated on the essence of the Cognitive approach:
The Cognitive approach, on the other hand, exploits underlying semantic links
between the phrasal verbs. Those links are primarily based on the particle component
of the construction and all phrasal verbs dealt with in the Cognitive approach have
something in common with each other, i.e. to varying degrees they bear some
relation to the prototypical meaning of the particle. Thus, the Cognitive approach is
made up of networks of unified meanings while the Collins approach is made up of
lists of similar meanings (ibid: 221).
The two methods were adopted to teach two groups of students respectively. They
received the treatment ten minutes each week for three weeks. In the last week, they
were tested on their comprehension of eight phrasal verbs. The test results of the two
groups were very similar, showing that the two approaches were equally effective.
The researchers suggested that the two approaches might be effective for different
types of phrasal verbs or only suitable for different types of learners.
Apart from the explicit teaching of phrasal verbs introduced above, the implicit
teaching method, data-driven learning (DDL), is also proven to be effective in the
teaching of phrasal verbs. Boulton (2008) selected two phrasal verbs and used British
National Corpus to retrieve sentences including the phrasal verbs. The sentences were
then presented to 113 low-intermediate EFL students. The results showed that the
students could successfully generalize the meaning and the use of phrasal verbs from
the sentences.
2.2.3 The use of phrasal verbs in academic writing
Phrasal verbs are usually considered colloquial, and are more common in
informal registers, particularly in conversation and fictions (Biber et al. 1999). They30
were even used as an index in computer software to automatically differentiate
spoken and informal texts from written and formal texts (Dempsey, McCarthy, and
McNamara, 2007).However, some researchers held different views. Parrot (2001)
argued that many multiword verbs were neutral in tone. Fletcher (2005: LS13) further
encouraged the use of phrasal verbs in formal context:
In fact, there are many situations– even in quite formal texts– when a phrasal verb is
the most natural-sounding way of expressing a particular idea, so learners should be
encouraged to use phrasal verbs as and when they are most appropriate….Learners
should appreciate that its is possible to use phrasal verbs in formal contexts, and that
they limit themselves unnaturally by accepting the idea that they should use phrasal
verbs in informal chat, for example, but not in academic writing or in a presentation
to business colleagues.
Although most of the phrasal verbs were perceived as neutral by some
researchers, they were still suggested to be avoided in academic writing (e.g. Swales
and Feak, 2004). The inconsistency may result in learners' confusion about the
legitimacy of using phrasal verbs in formal writing. One way of clarifying the
confusion is to provide the learners with teaching materials based on empirical
examination of the use of phrasal verbs in academic writing by native speakers.
However, relatively few studies have been conducted to unveil the actual use of them
in academic writing.
Hägglund's (2001) study addressed the issue of whether learners used more
spoken-like phrasal verbs in their writing. The researcher compared the use of 31
phrasal verbs in a native corpus (LOCNESS) and a learner corpus (Swedish
International Corpus of Learner English), both of which included 120,000 words of
essays written by college students. The 31 verbs under scrutiny were the most
common phrasal verbs in a native corpus of four registers (conversation, fiction, news,
and academic prose) derived from Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English31
(Biber et al., 1999). The results showed that compared with native college students,
12 out of 31 verbs were found to be overused or underused by Swedish learners. The
results were further compared with the frequency list of phrasal verbs in Longman
Grammar of Spoken and Written English. It was found that the use of phrasal verbs by
learners was more similar to the pattern in news and academic prose, suggesting that
their use of the verbs resembled the style of written registers rather than spoken
registers.
The study shed light on the how phrasal verbs were used by learners in their
written production, which was an aspect sparsely addressed in previous studies on
phrasal verbs. However, the results of the study may not be generalizable due to some
limitations. One of the limitations was that only 31 phrasal verbs were investigated. It
was risky to make generalizations based on the analysis of the few verbs. Another one
was that the phrasal verbs under investigation were not extracted from the learner
corpus itself. Such method may fail to uncover the frequency of phrasal verbs used by
learners comprehensively.
Waibel (2007) was also interested in the use of phrasal verbs in learner essays.
The researcher inquired into how phrasal verbs were used by analyzing corpora of
essays produced by native and non-native college students. The corpora used in the
study were German and Italian component of ICLE and LOCNESS, which included
around 250,000 words in each. Different from studies extracting phrasal verbs from a
"learner-external" material, Waibel extracted phrasal verbs from the learner corpora,
which could generate lists of phrasal verbs actually used by learners exhaustively. The
researcher formed a list of 72 frequent phrasal verbs based on the combinations of the
most frequent verbs and some productive particles in German and Italian ICLE. The32
list was then employed to examine the use of phrasal verbs in other components of
ICLE. The results showed that while eight out of eleven groups of learners underused
the multi-word verbs, Dutch and Polish learners used phrasal verbs at a frequency
similar to that of native speakers and German learners even overused the
constructions. The researcher suggested that interlanguage difference may account for
the inconsistent use of phrasal verbs among all groups of learners. Learners from
Germanic language backgrounds were more likely to use more phrasal verbs, whereas
learners were less liable to use phrasal verbs if their native language lacked such
structure.
To gain more comprehensive insights on learners’ use of phrasal verbs, the
researcher generated a list of frequent main verbs with computer software and used
the verbs in the list to identify all phrasal verbs in Germanic and Italian components
of ICLE with the help of concordance tools. The results demonstrated that German
learners used more while Italian learners used fewer phrasal verbs than native college
students. German learners were also found to use colloquial phrasal verbs (e.g. find
out and go on) more often than native speakers. The Italian learners, on the other hand,
did not show the tendency to use informal phrasal verbs. The results also showed
learners tended to employ both formal and colloquial phrasal verbs in one essay,
revealing their unawareness of the register of phrasal verbs.
In addition to quantitative analysis, Waibel also examined the learners’ use of
phrasal verbs from qualitative perspectives. It was found that the learners used phrasal
verbs in an unnatural way. Some learners were unaware of the collocational
restrictions of phrasal verbs, and thus produced unacceptable lexical chunks, such as
collocating carry out with fights, power, and revenge. Second, some learners also33
produced improper verb combinations. They might use put down in a context where
let down was more appropriate. Third, some learners employed phrasal verbs
inappropriately in contexts where other words would be more accurate.
The study further explored the correlation between the use of phrasal verbs and
some factors, such as time pressure, the access to reference tools, and the years of
English learning. These factors were found to influence German learners’ use of
phrasal verbs. The learners would use more phrasal verbs when they wrote essays
without time pressure and with the help of reference tools. They would also use more
phrasal verbs if they had more years of exposure in English.
Waibel’s research has documented the use of phrasal verbs in learner essays.
However, the use of the multi-word verbs in other academic genres is still far from
clear. Carrió’s (2002) study, to the best of my knowledge, may be the only one
research focusing on the use of phrasal verbs in research articles. Carrió collected five
published technical articles written by non-native speakers and five by native speakers.
She then analyzed the number of phrasal verbs and verbs of Latin origin in the two
corpora. The results showed that native and non-native researchers used formal verbs
much more (verbs of Latin origin) than phrasal verbs. Verbs of Latin origin occurred
146 and 128 times in the native corpus and the non-native corpus respectively,
whereas phrasal verbs only appeared 10 times in the former corpus and 12 times the
later corpus.
The results of Carrió’s analysis have shed some light on the use of phrasal verbs
in academic reports; however, the results of the study were limited since the corpora
were relatively small. Studies with larger corpus data are needed to make convincible
conclusions on the use of the structure in formal academic genre.34
In summary, the review in this chapter has showed that learners tended to
overuse informal elements in their writing, such as the first personal pronoun and
spoken-like conjunctives. However, phrasal verbs, a feature traditionally perceived as
informal, is rarely examined by researchers.35
CHAPTER THREE
Methodology
This chapter consists of three sections. The first section expounds the
compilation process of the reference corpus and the learner corpus. The second
section describes the extraction of phrasal verbs and the tools employed in the present
study. The third section delineates the analysis procedures.
3.1 Corpus Data
Two corpora were constructed for the analysis of phrasal verbs in academic
writing: a reference corpus consisting of published papers by native writers and a
learner corpus consisting of thesis by Taiwanese graduate students.
3.1.1 The reference corpus
A reference corpus was constructed to validate the use of phrasal verbs by
professional writers in academic writing. The corpus was built from 200 articles
published in eight well-known international journals in the field of applied linguistics
or English language teaching. The journals included TESOL Quarterly, Applied
Linguistics, Language Learning, Journal of Second Language Writing, Studies in
Second Language Acquisition, English for Specific Purposes, Modern Language
Journal, and International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching. In
each journal, 25 articles of various topics published during the period of 2000 to 2009
were selected as the data of the corpus. The articles selected in the study are mainly
written by native speakers of English. The major selection criteria are the authors’36
names and affiliations since more accurate information, such as the authors’ L1
background, are not specified in journals. The articles were obtained from the
electronic database online and were transformed into text files for corpus analysis.
The tables, figures, quotations, and reference lists were removed manually from the
files to ensure that the confounding factors were excluded from the data. After the
procedure, a corpus of 1363370 words was built. The words obtained from each
journal are presented in Table 3.1.
Table 3.1 The Words from Each Journal in the Reference Corpus
Journals Words
Applied Linguistics 174202
English for Specific Purposes 135014
International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching 135485
Journal of Second Language Writing 164268
Language Learning 208408
Modern Language Journal 187146
Studies in Second Language Acquisition 192151
TESOL Quarterly 166696
TOTAL 1363370
3.1.2 The learner corpus
In addition to the reference corpus, a learner corpus was also constructed in the
study. The corpus was compiled by collecting 100 theses produced by Taiwanese
graduate students majoring in applied linguistics or English language teaching. These
learners were expected to produce high quality theses since they were fairly advanced
in terms of their English proficiency and most of them had the experience of writing
academic papers before writing their theses.
The researcher selected ten theses produced from the year of 2000 to 2009 from
ten universities. Theses written by students from different universities were selected37
to represent the panorama of theses writing by Taiwanese graduate students in the
field of applied linguistics or English language teaching. The universities included
National Taiwan Normal University, National Kaohsiung Normal University, National
Changhua University of Education, Providence University, National Yunlin
University of Science and Technology, National Kaohsiung First University of
Science and Technology, National Chung Cheng University, National Tsing Hua
University, National Chiao Tung University, and Ming Chuan University. The theses
were downloaded from the Electronic Theses and Dissertations System of National
Central Library or the library websites of these universities. The data were then
transformed into text files and the figures, tables, acknowledgement, and quotations
were also deleted. In the end, a learner corpus of 1862780 words was obtained. The
words from the theses of the ten universities are showed in Table 3.2.
Table 3.2 The Words from Each University in the Learner Corpus
Universities Words
Ming Chuan University 135650
National Changhua University of Education 185869
National Chiao Tung University 208446
National Chung Cheng University 204717
National Kaohsiung First University of Science and Technology 202378
National Kaohsiung Normal University 186123
National Taiwan Normal University 209184
National Tsing Hua University 160371
National Yunlin University of Science and Technology 179760
Providence University 190282
TOTAL 1862780
The comparison of the native corpus of academic papers and the learner corpus
of theses may be problematic since the two data belong to two different genres. The38
academic papers and theses are different in terms of their intended reader and the
length. However, theses written by learners were still chosen because of the
unavailability of sufficient journal articles by learners. Only a small amount of articles
by learners were published in journals. The amount of theses produced by learners, on
the other hand, is much more abundant than journal articles for the compilation of the
learner corpus. Thus, the researcher decided to collect theses written by the students
for the corpus building.
Although the two corpora consist of linguistic data from two genres, such factor
might only have limited influence on the results of the present study because both of
academic papers and theses belong to fairly formal genres and require the use of
formal words and expressions. The writing convention should be the similar in the use
of phrasal verbs.
3.2 Tools
Two tools were utilized in the present study. Apart-of-speech tagger was adopted
for the corpora annotation. The tagger marked the part of speech of the words with the
Penn Treebank Tagset (see Marcus, Santorini, and Marcinkiewicz, 1993). After the
tagging, the part of speech of each word in the corpora was shown right after each
word.
The second tool used in the study is a concordance tool, MonoConc Pro 2.2
(Barlow, 2004). The tool can generate concordance lines and create frequency lists. It
can also be used to deal with tagged corpora. Users of the software can retrieve
linguistic features from a tagged corpus by entering tags. Figure 3.1 exhibits the
searching function of the tool. In the present study, MonoConc Pro was used to search39
for possible phrasal verbs.
Figure 3.1 Retrieving Phrasal Verbs with MonoConc.
3.3 Identification of the Phrasal Verbs
The expert and the learner corpora were automatically tagged by the tagger first.
With the tagged corpora, the researcher searched for phrasal verbs with MonoConc
2.2 through entering codes for the combination of verb plus particle into the software
to retrieve phrasal verbs. The sequence of codes for the search of phrasal verbs is
shown as follow
1:
*_VV* *_RP
The above sequence could only retrieve non-separated phrasal verbs. For separated
phrasal verbs, they were identified from the corpora by searching for the following
sequences of codes:
*_VV* *_PP *_RP (Verb + personal pronoun + particle)
1 The codes are derived from Penn Treebank Tagset. VV is the code for lexical verbs and RP for
particle. The sequence can retrieve all forms of lexical verbs.40
*_VV* *_DT* *_NN* *_RP (Verb + determiner + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_PP$*_NN* *_RP
(Verb + possessive pronouns + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_CD* *_NN* *_RP (Verb + numbers + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_NN* *_NN* *_RP (Verb + nouns + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_JJ* *_NN* *_RP (Verb + adjectives + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_RB* *_JJ* *_NN* *_RP
(Verb + adverbs + adjectives + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_PP$*_JJ* *_NN* *_RP
(Verb + possessive pronouns + adjectives + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_DT* *_JJ* *_NN* *_RP
(Verb + determiner+ adjectives + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_CD* *_JJ* *_NN* *_RP
(Verb + numbers + adjectives + nouns + particle)
*_VV* *_JJ* *_NN* *_NN* *_RP.
(Verb + adjectives + nouns + nouns + particle)
The method of retrieving phrasal verb is not without limitations. Combinations
such as a verb plus a preposition may be misidentified as phrasal verbs. In addition,
there may be other types of word combinations inserted into a phrasal verb. The
lexical verb and the particle may also be separated by more than three words.
To verify the feasibility of the method, the researcher compared the number of
phrasal verbs found manually and that retrieved from the concordance tool to check
whether phrasal verbs could be identified from the method. One thesis and three
research articles were selected for the test. The researcher first manually identified the41
phrasal verbs in the data. It was found that 45 phrasal verbs were used in the thesis
and 21 verbs were used in the research articles. In addition, all of theses phrasal verbs
were non-separated ones. Then the researcher used the tagger to tag the data and then
retrieved phrasal verbs with the tool MonoConc. Through the method, 38 and 18
phrasal verbs were found in the thesis and research articles respectively.
A further comparison of the results obtained from the manual examination and
from the automatic extraction showed that 12 phrasal verbs were not identified from
the latter method (the particles were mistagged as prepositions) and two verbs were
misidentified as phrasal verbs. The comparison revealed that though the automatic
extraction cannot be 100 percent accurate, it can identify more than 80 percent of all
phrasal verbs in the thesis and the research articles. The test proved that the method of
automatic extraction is feasible since it can extract most of the phrasal verbs in the
data. The test also showed that separated phrasal verbs are not commonly used. Thus,
retrieving combinations of phrasal verbs listed in the previous page should be
sufficient for understanding the general pattern of the use of phrasal verbs in academic
writing.
3.4Analytical Methods
The analytical framework of the study is based on Contrastive Interlanguage
Analysis (CIA), which compares the production of native and nonnative speakers
(Granger, 1996). By comparing the use of linguistic features in learner and native
corpora, researchers can point out features of non-nativeness in learner writing. Under
the framework of CIA, the study conducted quantitative and qualitative analysis to
probe into the use of phrasal verbs by learners.42
To answer the research questions in the study, the raw frequencies of phrasal
verbs in the expert corpus and in the learner corpus were calculated. The data from the
two corpora were then converted into the frequency of phrasal verbs per 100,000
words in order to make the data comparable. The frequency derived from the expert
corpus was used as the norm and it was compared with the frequency of the use of
phrasal verbs in the learner corpus. To determine whether the differences between the
learner and the native corpus were significant, the researcher further performed
log-likelihood tests, a statistical test for the comparison of the frequency data between
two corpora, to examine the data from the two corpora.
To determine whether phrasal verbs were used less than their one-word
counterparts, the researcher used the list of phrasal verbs extracted from the corpora
and determined their pairs with the help of the dictionaries. The pair was then entered
to MonoConc to obtain the raw frequency of the pair in the two corpora.
Qualitative analysis was also carried out to examine the use of phrasal verbs in
academic writing. The researcher analyzed the use of phrasal verbs from concordance
lines to explore the differences between the use of phrasal verbs by the learners and
by the native speakers.43
CHAPTER FOUR
Results and Discussion
This chapter reports the results of the present study. It begins with the section
displaying the overall frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in the two corpora, and
then shows the verbs frequently used by the native speakers and by the learners. The
comparison of the use of the phrasal verbs in the two corpora is also presented in this
chapter. In the end, the major findings of the study are further discussed.
4.1 Phrasal Verbs inAcademic Writing
The results of the study revealed that in the field of applied linguistics, phrasal
verbs were used in academic writing; however, they were not used frequently by
native speakers and by Taiwanese advanced learners.
4.1.1 The Frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in NS corpus
Table 4.1 shows the frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in the NS corpus. As
can be seen, the structure occurred 1496 times in the corpus of 1363370 words
(around 1100 times per million words). In terms of the forms of phrasal verbs used in
the corpus, most of them were non-separated phrasal verbs; only 40 instances were
separated phrasal verbs (see Appendix A for the whole list of phrasal verbs in the NS
corpus).44
Table 4.1 Frequency of Phrasal Verbs in the NS Corpus
Non-separated
phrasal verbs
Separated
phrasal verbs
Total
occurrences
Frequency
per million
words
NS corpus
(1363370words)
1456 40 1496 1097.28
The results were compared with two other studies setting out to identify frequent
phrasal verbs in British National Corpus (Gardner and Davies, 2007) and documents
of European Union (Trebits, 2009) respectively. As Table 4.2 shows, the frequency of
the use of phrasal verbs in academic writing was 4.5 times lower than the results from
the other two studies, suggesting that phrasal verbs are more common in general
writing but less used in academic writing. The low frequency of the use of the
structure in the NS corpus may indicate that phrasal verbs are still considered
informal by native speakers.
Table 4.2 Frequencies of phrasal verbs in three corpora
Corpus
Size of the
corpus (words)
Raw
frequency
Frequency
per million
words
The NS corpus
(the present study)
1363370 1496 1097.28
BNC
(Gardner and Davies, 2007)
100000000 518923 5189.23
CEUE
(Trebits, 2009)
206757 1031 4986.53
Based on the results, it can be inferred that the suggestion of replacing phrasal
verbs with one-word verbs in academic writing (e.g. Swales and Feak, 2004) is still45
valid in the field of applied linguistics since the structure was not frequently used in
the NS corpus. Thus, learners should notice that although phrasal verbs could be used
in academic writing, they should be used moderately.
The comparison reveals that for native speakers of English, the formality of the
written texts seems to be an important factor that influences their use of phrasal verbs.
In the present study, the native speakers did not use phrasal verbs frequently in
academic writing. However, when they wrote texts not as formal as research articles,
they would employ more phrasal verbs.
4.1.2 The frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in NNS corpus
Table 2 presents the frequency of the use of phrasal verbs by the Taiwanese
advanced learners. They employed the structure 2945 times in the corpus of 1862780
words (1580 times per million words). In terms of the structure of phrasal verbs,
non-separated phrasal verbs were also used much more than separated ones. The
former ones appeared 2897 times while the latter ones only appeared 48 times (see
Appendix B for the whole list of phrasal verbs in the NNS corpus).
Table 4.3 Frequency of Phrasal Verbs in the NNS Corpus
Non-separated
phrasal verbs
Separated
phrasal verbs
Total
occurrences
Frequency
per million
words
NNS corpus
(1862780 words)
2897 48 2945 1580.97
The frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in the NNS corpus was three times
lower than that in Gardner and Davies (2007) and Trebits (2009), suggesting that the
structure was not frequently used by the learners in academic writing. However, the46
comparison of the use of the structure in the NS and the NNS corpus showed that the
learners used phrasal verbs more than native speakers.
To determine whether the difference of the use of phrasal verbs between the NS
corpus and the NNS corpus was significant, a log-likelihood test was conducted and
the result showed that Taiwanese learners used phrasal verbs significantly more than
native speakers in academic writing. As can be seen from Table 4.4, the log-likelihood
score was -137.01, which was statistically significant at the level of p < 0.001 (critical
value = 10.83).
Table 4.4 Results of the Log-Likelihood Test
Corpus Words Raw frequency LLscore Sig. level
NS 1363370 1496
NNS 1862780 2945
-137.01* <0.001
Note. LL=log-likelihood. The score was obtained from the Log-likelihood calculator
developed by Paul Rayson (http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html).
The section has shown that phrasal verbs were not frequently used by native
speakers in academic writing. However, the structure was indeed used in academic
writing. A further analysis revealed that there were some phrasal verbs repeatedly
occurred in academic writing. These verbs are presented in the next section.
4.2 Frequent Phrasal Verbs inAcademic Writing
This section displays the frequent phrasal verbs used in academic writing. The 25
most frequent phrasal verbs used by native speakers and by non-native speakers in the
study are presented in the first and the second part respectively.47
4.2.1 The frequent phrasal verbs in the NS corpus
Table 4.5 lists the 25 most frequent phrasal verbs in the NS corpus. It can be seen
from the table that these verb-adverb combinations made up 70% of the occurrence
of all phrasal verbs in the corpus. The percentage suggests that native speakers
employ only a few phrasal verbs in academic writing. It can also be seen that there
was a striking difference between the percentage of the top two phrasal verbs and the
other verbs on the list. The top two verbs (carry out and point out) accounted for
around 15% of the occurrence of all phrasal verbs respectively. However, the
percentage of the third most frequent phrasal verb make up dropped drastically to
around 5%, which was three times lower than the top two verbs.
Table 4.5 The 25 Most Frequent Phrasal Verbs in the NS Corpus
Phrasal verbs Raw frequency
Frequency
per million
words
Percentage
Cumulative
percentage
1 carry out 248 182 16.6% 16.6%
2 point out 231 169 15.4% 32.0%
3 make up 72 53 4.8% 36.8%
4 write down 48 35 3.2% 40.0%
5 take on 45 33 3.0% 43.0%
6 go on 40 29 2.7% 45.7%
7 set out 40 29 2.7% 48.4%
8 take up 34 25 2.3% 50.7%
9 set up 30 22 2.0% 52.7%
10 fill in 24 18 1.6% 54.3%
11 look up 22 16 1.5% 55.8%
12 pick up 21 15 1.4% 57.2%
13 come up 19 14 1.3% 58.5%
14 fill out 19 14 1.3% 59.8%
15 bear out 18 13 1.2% 61.0%
16 turn out 17 12 1.1% 62.1%
17 break down 16 12 1.1% 63.2%48
Phrasal verbs Raw frequency
Frequency
per million
words
Percentage
Cumulative
percentage
18 find out 16 12 1.1% 64.3%
19 work out 14 10 0.9% 65.2%
20 sum up 14 10 0.9% 66.1%
21 build up 14 10 0.9% 67.0%
22 end up 14 10 0.9% 67.9%
23 stand out 14 10 0.9% 68.8%
24 carry over 12 9 0.8% 69.6%
25 hold up 11 8 0.8% 70.4%
Most of the phrasal verbs in the list shared one feature: they were intransitive
phrasal verbs. The feature was also observed by Biber et al. (1999). They found that
transitive phrasal verbs were common in academic prose while intransitive ones were
common in conversation and fiction. They suggested that the difference resulted from
the verb types in intransitive phrasal verbs. Most of the intransitive phrasal verbs were
activity verbs, which were commonly used as directives and imperatives. The patterns
were common in conversation but less frequent in writing. Thus, intransitive phrasal
verbs were rare in academic prose.
To examine whether there were differences in the use of phrasal verbs among
different written corpora, the researcher compared the list of the most frequent phrasal
verbs with that from Gardner and Davies (2007) and Trebits (2009). The comparison
of the 25 most frequent phrasal verbs is exhibited in Table 4.6.49
Table 4.6 Comparison of 25 Most Frequent Phrasal Verbs in the Three Corpora
Rank PV in BNC PV in CEUE PV in the NS corpus
1 go on set up carry out
2 carry out set out point out
3 set up base on make up
4 pick up carry out write down
5 go back draw up take on
6 come back focus on go on
7 go out lay down set out
8 point out put forward take up
9 find out open up set up
10 come up depend on fill in
11 make up make up look up
12 take over report on pick up
13 come out find out come up
14 come on call on fill out
15 come in move around bear out
16 go down take up turn out
17 work out follow up break down
18 set out work on find out
19 take up break down work out
20 get back build on sum up
21 sit down agree on build up
22 turn out bring about end up
23 take on go on stand out
24 give up point out carry over
25 get up speed up hold up
Note. PV=Phrasal Verbs. Verbs occurred in the three corpora were marked in boldface. Those
occurred in the present study and one of the other two studies were marked in italics.
As can be seen from the table, there were eight verbs occurring in the three
corpora and five appearing in the present study and one of the two studies. It reveals
that some phrasal verbs are commonly used in general writing while some are more
productive only in a particular domain. For example, phrasal verbs describing actions50
in daily lives such as get up and sit down were frequently used in general writing
while these verbs were rarely used in academic writing. On the other hand, verbs used
to carry rhetorical functions (e.g. sum up) were common in academic writing but
scarce in general writing.
4.2.2 The frequent phrasal verbs in the NNS corpus
Table 4.7 presents the 25 most frequent phrasal verbs in the NNS corpus. The
occurrence of the 25 most frequent phrasal verbs accounted for 80% of the occurrence
of all phrasal verbs, which showed that the learners used a few phrasal verbs
repeatedly in academic writing. In addition, great variance was found between the
percentage of the most frequent phrasal verb and that of the other verbs in the NNS
corpus. The occurrence of the most frequent phrasal verb point out made up 20.4% of
the occurrence of all phrasal verbs. The percentage of the second phrasal verb,
however, fell to 9.2%, which was two times lower than the top one.
Table 4.7 The 25 Most Frequent Phrasal Verbs in the NNS Corpus
Phrasal verbs Raw frequency
Frequency
per million
words
Percentage
Cumulative
percentage
1 point out 601 323 20.4% 20.4%
2 find out 270 145 9.2% 29.6%
3 carry out 255 137 8.7% 38.3%
4 sum up 175 94 6.0% 44.3%
5 write down 116 62 3.9% 48.2%
6 make up 100 54 3.4% 51.6%
7 figure out 95 51 3.2% 54.8%
8 build up 78 42 2.7% 57.5%
9 fill in 68 37 2.3% 59.8%
10 turn out 67 36 2.3% 62.1%
11 set up 67 36 2.3% 64.4%51
Phrasal verbs Raw frequency
Frequency
per million
words
Percentage
Cumulative
percentage
12 come up 62 33 2.1% 66.5%
13 fill out 52 28 1.8% 68.3%
15 look up 46 25 1.6% 69.9%
14 give up 44 24 1.5% 71.4%
16 go on 43 23 1.5% 72.9%
17 pick up 41 22 1.4% 74.3%
18 bring up 33 18 1.1% 75.4%
19 take on 25 13 0.9% 76.3%
20 take up 23 12 0.8% 77.1%
22 catch up 21 11 0.7% 77.8%
23 work out 21 11 0.7% 78.5%
24 put on 19 10 0.6% 79.1%
21 run out 17 9 0.6% 79.7%
25 speak out 17 9 0.6% 80.3%
Two similarities were found from the two lists of frequent phrasal verbs in the
study. First, both native speakers and non-native speakers only used a narrow range of
phrasal verbs frequently in academic writing. Second, the frequency of the most
frequent phrasal verb was much higher than the other phrasal verbs on the lists.
The researcher further compared the 25 most frequent phrasal verbs in the two
corpora. It was found that there were 17 phrasal verbs occurring on the two lists,
which seems to suggest that the native speakers and the Taiwanese learners employ
similar phrasal verbs in academic writing. However, a close scrutiny suggested
differences of the use of phrasal verbs between the native speakers and the non-native
speakers. Table 4.8 displays the raw frequency and the results of log-likelihood tests
of the 17 overlapped phrasal verbs.52
Table 4.8 Comparison of the Overlapped Phrasal Verbs in the two corpora
The NS corpus
(1363370 words)
The NNS corpus
(1862780 words)
Overlapped
phrasal verbs
RF RFPMW RF RFPMW
LLscore
Underuse/
Overuse
carry out 248 182 255 137 10.11
come up 19 14 62 33 -12.59* O
fill in 24 18 68 37 -10.43
fill out 19 14 52 28 -7.37
find out 16 12 270 145 -200.78* O
go on 40 29 43 23 1.19
look up 22 16 46 25 -2.81
make up 72 53 100 54 -0.01
pick up 21 15 41 22 -1.83
point out 231 169 601 323 -75.15* O
set up 30 22 67 36 -5.28
sum up 14 10 175 94 -116.53* O
take on 45 33 25 13 13.73* U
take up 34 25 23 12 6.95
turn out 17 12 67 36 -18.26* U
work out 14 10 21 11 -0.07
write down 48 35 116 62 -11.82* O
Note. RF=Raw Frequency. RFPMW= Raw Frequency per Million Words.
O=Overuse. U=Underuse. *p<0.001.
As can be seen, the difference was found to be statistically significant in seven
overlapped phrasal verbs. Among these verbs, five were overused and two verbs were
underused by non-native speakers. The results showed that though some phrasal verbs
were used by both the native speakers and the non-native speakers, the verbs were
used at different frequencies. The detailed analysis of the differences is presented in
the next section.
4.3 Comparison of the Use of Phrasal Verbs and One-word Verbs53
In addition to unveiling the frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in academic
writing, another purpose of the study is to examine the frequency of the occurrence of
two-word verbs and their one-word equivalents. The phrasal verbs under examination
were those occurring more than five times in either the NS or the NNS corpus. Under
the criterion, 49 verbs were found. The researcher then consulted the dictionaries to
search for the one-word equivalents of these phrasal verbs.
During the process, two difficulties were found. First, some phrasal verbs are
polysemous and two or more meanings of a phrasal verb may be used in the corpora.
To find the equivalents of phrasal verbs, the use of the structure needed to be
examined manually. Second, it was difficult to find the one-word equivalents of some
phrasal verbs because as Hulstijn and Marchena (1989) suggests, the meaning of
some phrasal verbs are more specific than one-word verbs. For instance, pick up and
acquire cannot be used interchangeably since the phrasal verb stresses the state of
learning something without a effort while the one-word verb does not.
Furthermore, some one-word verbs are synonymous with phrasal verbs only
when they are used with certain collocations. For example, the verb complete is
synonymous with fill out when it is used with a form or a questionnaire. However,
when complete collocates with a project or a task, it is not the equivalent of the
phrasal verb. To ensure the equality of the frequency of the verb pairs, the verb pairs
such as fill out and complete were excluded for the analysis since it was difficult to
filter out the non-synonymous instances in the corpora of more than one million
words. Due to the limitations mentioned above, only 16 verb pairs were found for the
analysis. The results of the frequency of the use of these pairs are presented in Table
4.9.54
Table 4.9 Frequency of the Use of Phrasal Verbs and One-word Equivalents
The NS corpus
(1363370 words)
The NNS corpus
(1862780 words) The verb pair
RFP (%) RFO(%) RFP(%) RFO(%)
add up: tally 1 (11%) 8 (89%) 16 (73%) 6 (27%)
bear out : confirm 18 (8%) 214 (92%) 5 (2%) 310 (98%)
break down : divide 12 (9%) 116 (91%) 4 (1%) 427 (99%)
bring up : raise 3 (2%) 141 (98%) 29 (27%) 79 (73%)
carry out : conduct 248 (40%) 373 (60%) 255 (14%) 1505 (86%)
draw up : formulate 9 (13%) 58 (87%) 3 (5%) 60 (95%)
figure out : understand 4 (1%) 554 (99%) 95 (8%) 1082 (92%)
find out : discover 16 (19%) 69 (71%) 270 (46%) 313 (54%)
give up : abandon 2 (8%) 22 (92%) 43 (67%) 21 (33%)
go on : continue 40 (16%) 216 (84%) 43 (18%) 191 (82%)
leave out : omit 4 (11%) 32 (89%) 9 (26%) 26 (74%)
look up : consult 22 (31%) 48 (69%) 46 (39%) 72 (61%)
made up : constitute 70 (24%) 226 (76%) 100 (48%) 108 (52%)
point out : indicate 231 (20%) 926 (80%) 601 (25%) 1832 (75%)
slow down : decelerate 8 (100%) 0 (0%) 13 (100%) 0 (0%)
speed up : accelerate 7 (88%) 1 (12%) 11(50%) 11 (50%)
Note. RFP=Raw Frequency of the phrasal verb.
RFO= Raw Frequency of the one-word verb.
As can be seen, the native speakers preferred to use one-word verbs in most
cases. The one-word verbs were used more frequently than their alternatives in 14
verb pairs. The learners also showed the similar tendency. The frequencies of
one-word verbs were higher than the frequencies of the multi-word verbs in 12 verb
pairs. The results suggest that one-word verbs may be deemed more formal than
phrasal verbs by the native speakers and the learners. They thus used one-word verbs
rather than phrasal verbs to maintain formalness in their writing.
Though both the learners and the native speakers used one-word verbs more than
phrasal verbs, the difference of the frequencies of the one-word verbs and their55
equivalents in the learner corpus was not as prominent as that in the NS corpus in
some verb pairs. That is, the learners used phrasal verbs more than the native speakers.
For example, the frequency of find out accounted for 46% in the pair in the NNS
corpus whereas it only accounted for 19% in the pair in the NS corpus.
Among the verb pairs, two verb pairs were different from the other pairs in the
relative frequencies of one-word verbs and phrasal verbs. The phrasal verbs slow
down and speed up were used more frequently than their one-word equivalents. The
phenomenon was also found by Fletcher (2005) and he suggested it was because these
phrasal verbs could be used in more contexts than their one-word counterparts.
Further studies are needed to explore the reasons of the use of phrasal verbs rather
than one-word verbs in academic writing.
4.4 Comparison of the Use of Phrasal Verbs in the Two Corpora
The section compares the use of phrasal verbs by native speakers and by
non-native speakers through log-likelihood tests. The comparison included 49 verbs,
which occurred more than five times per million words in either the NS corpus or the
NNS corpus (see Appendix C for the results of the comparison of the 49 verbs). It was
found that 13 phrasal verbs were overused by the non-native speakers and four verbs
were underused. These verbs are presented in the following two parts.
4.4.1 Phrasal verbs overused by non-native speakers
Table 4.10 displays the phrasal verbs overused by Taiwanese learners. The verbs
were ranked based on the score of the log-likelihood test. Each of the verbs was
analyzed in detail and was discussed below.56
Table 4.10 Phrasal Verbs Overused by the Non-Native Speakers
The NS corpus
(1363370 words)
The NNS corpus
(1862780 words) Phrasal verbs
RF RFPMW RF RFPMW
LLscore
find out 16 12 270 145 -200.78*
sum up 14 10 175 94 -116.53*
figure out 3 2 95 51 -82.69*
point out 231 169 601 323 -75.15*
give up 2 1 43 24 -34.31*
build up 14 10 78 42 -31.33*
turn out 17 12 67 36 -18.26*
bring up 5 4 33 18 -15.27*
catch up 2 1 21 11 -12.92*
speak out 1 1 17 9 -12.67*
come up 19 14 62 33 -12.59*
write down 48 35 116 62 -11.82*
add up 1 1 16 9 -11.69*
Note. RF=Raw Frequency. RFPMW= Raw Frequency per Million Words.
LL=Log-Likelihood
Find Out
As can be seen, find out was the phrasal verb overused the most by Taiwanese
learners. The learners used it 145 times per million words while the native speakers
only used it 12 times per million words. An analysis of the use of find out in the NS
corpus showed that the native speakers used the verb mainly to introduce an indirect
question or things of uncertainty. Thus, when the native speakers used the verb, they
tended to collocate it with question words or if/whether. Another finding was that the
past tense of the verb was not used in the corpus. Some examples were extracted from
the corpus with the concordance tool, MonoConc. The examples are presented below:57
The learners were different from the native speakers in the use of the verb.
In addition to using the verb with question words, the learners also used the verb to
introduce other noun phrases. Table 4.11 presents the collocations of the verb used by
the learners.
Table 4.11 Collocations of Find Out in the NNS Corpus
Find out + Raw frequency
find out + which 1
find out + about 4
find out + how 9
find out + whether 23
find out + if 27
find out + what 29
find out + other nouns phrases 174
TOTAL 267
2
As can be seen, the combination of find out and other noun phrases accounted for
more than half of the all occurrence. Some examples are shown below:
In similar contexts, native speakers would choose to use other words such as examine
or explore instead:
Another difference was the use of found out by the learners. They used it to
report the findings of their own studies or previous studies:
2 The raw frequency in the table was lower than that in Table 4.7 because the frequency of the
separated phrasal verbs was not counted here.58
However, in the present study, found out was not employed by native speakers. When
they introduced the findings of other studies, they would use other expressions like
found that, reported that or showed that:
The analysis showed that though find out was used by native speakers, they used
it mainly to introduce speculations or questions. Some learners seemed not aware of
the feature and extended the use of it to other contexts.
Sum up
The phrasal verb sum up was also overused by the learners. It occurred 10 times
per million words in the NS corpus. However, in the NNS corpus, it was used 94
times per million words, which was nine times higher than the frequency of the verb
in the NS corpus. The low frequency of the use of sum up in the NS corpus suggested
that native speakers used other expressions to introduce summaries. To explore the
frequent expressions of introducing summaries by native speakers and by non-native
speakers, the researcher listed some possible expressions offered by Gilquin, Granger,
and Paquot (2007) and examined their frequencies in the corpora. The results are
displayed in Table 4.12.59
Table 4.12 The Frequency of Expressions of Introducing Summaries
the NS corpus the NNS corpus
Expressions
RF Percentage RF Percentage
To sum up 9 7.4% 163 48.9%
To summarize 25 20.5% 23 6.9%
In sum 39 32.0% 97 29.1%
In summary 49 40.2% 48 14.4%
summing up 0 0% 2 0.6%
TOTAL 122 333
Note. RF=Raw Frequency.
As the table shows, in summary, which made up 40% of the total occurrence,
was the expression most frequently used by native speakers to introduce summaries.
Another expression frequently used in the corpus was in sum. The phrasal verb to sum
up was not frequently used, only occupying 7% of the total occurrences.
Taiwanese learners showed a different preference toward the expressions of
introducing summaries. They preferred to use the phrasal verb to sum up, which
accounted for nearly 50% of the total occurrence. The expression in summary, the
most frequent expression of introducing summaries in the NS corpus, only ranked the
third in the NNS corpus.
It seems from the results that for native speakers, in summary and in sum are
more formal than sum up. They therefore preferred to use the former two expressions
rather than the phrasal verb in academic writing. To verify whether the inference was
correct, the researcher inquired the relative frequencies of in summary, in sum and
sum up in Corpus of Contemporary American English
3 (COCA), an corpus consisting
of more than 400 million words from genres of spoken, fiction, magazines,
3 The corpus was developed by Mark Davies at Brigham Young University. It can be accessed without
charge from the website: http://www.americancorpus.org/60
newspapers, and academic papers (Davies, 2008-). It was found that sum up was more
commonly used than the other two expressions in the spoken subcorpus. The verb
occurred 151 times in the spoken subcorpus of COCA while in summary and in sum
only appeared 15 and 10 times respectively. The results suggested that in summary
and in sum are more formal than sum up.
The discrepancy of the use of the expressions in the NS and NNS corpus may
result from the learners’ unawareness of the register differences among the
expressions. Learners are likely to pick up the verb in oral communication and use it
directly without considering the register differences.
Figure out
The verb figure out was seldom used by native speakers in academic writing. It
only occurred 2 times per million words in the NS corpus. The relative frequencies of
the verb in the subcorpora of COCA also exhibited that the verb was used much more
in oral communication than in academic writing. It occurred 60.29 times per million
words in the spoken subcorpus but only 10.97 times per million words in the
subcorpus of academic journals. In addition, when it was used, it tended to collocate
with question words such as what and how. Examples in the NS corpus are shown
below:
The learners, on the other hand, used figure out much more than the native
speakers. It occurred 51 times per million words in the NNS corpus. Furthermore, the
learners used the verb in ways different from native speakers. Table 4.13 presents the61
collocations of the verb in the NNS corpus. It showed that the learners tended to use it
with other noun phrases rather than question words.
Table 4.13 Collocations of Figure Out in the NNS Corpus
Figure out + Raw frequency
figure out + which 1
figure out + why 2
figure out + whether 1
figure out + if 2
figure out + what 8
figure out + how 12
figure out + other nouns phrases 68
TOTAL 93
4
Point Out
Research has shown that point out is a phrasal verb commonly used in academic
writing (Biber et al., 1999). In the present study, it was also commonly used and was
the second most frequent phrasal verb used by native speakers, occurring 169 times
per million words. The verb was also frequently used by the learners in the study. It
was used 323 times per million words and was the most frequent phrasal verbs in the
NNS corpus. Though both native speakers and the non-native speakers used the verb
frequently, the results of the log-likelihood test in Table 4.9 suggested that the verb
was overused by the learners (LL=-75.15).
The discrepancy of the frequency of the verb in the two corpora can be
expounded from three perspectives. The first one is related to the use of phrasal verbs
and theirs one-word equivalents by native speakers and the non-native speakers. For
native speakers, one-word verbs may be used more than their synonymous phrasal
4 The raw frequency in the table was lower than that in Table 4.7 because the frequency of the
separated phrasal verbs was not counted here.62
verbs. To examine whether the explanation could account for the discrepancy, the
researcher compared the relative frequencies of point out and its synonymous word,
indicate in the two corpora. The results are presented in Table 4. 14. As the table
shows, in the NS corpus, the verb indicate accounted for 80% of the occurrence of the
synonymous pair, which was four times higher than point out. In the NNS corpus,
indicate occupied 75% of the occurrence of the pair, which was three times higher
than the phrasal verb. The results showed that though both native speakers and the
learners used indicate more than point out, native speakers used indicate rather than
point out at a higher percentage than the learners. Such result may partly explain the
high frequency of the use of point out in the NNS corpus.
Table 4.14 Comparison of Point Out and Indicate in the Two Corpora
the NS corpus the NNS corpus
Verbs
RF Percentage RF Percentage
point out 231 20% 601 25%
indicate 926 80% 1832 75%
TOTAL 1157 2433
Note. RF=Raw Frequency.
The second explanation is about the text length of the data in the two corpora. As
mentioned earlier, the NS corpus consisted of research articles while the NNS corpus
consisted of theses. Research articles are generally much shorter in length than theses.
Due to the space limitation, writers of research articles may condense their reference
to other studies whereas the writers of theses can make frequent reference to other
studies and introduce individual studies minutely since the space is not limited. The
graduate students may therefore use more reporting verbs, including point out, than
the native speakers in the study.63
A more plausible explanation of the discrepancy is the differences of the use of
reporting verbs between native speakers and the learners. When citing other studies,
native speakers have a wide range of reporting verbs to choose from (Swales, 1990).
The use of a particular reporting verb denotes a particular rhetorical function and
shows the writers’ evaluation toward the information cited in the writing (see
Thompson and Ye, 1991; Hyland, 1999b). The non-native speakers may not notice the
subtle differences among the verbs and only use a limited range of reporting verbs,
which leads to the overuse of certain reporting verbs (Pickard, 1995). It is possible
that the learners in the study only employ a few reporting verbs and thus overuse
point out. However, future studies are needed to validate the speculation.
In addition to the overuse of point out, some instances of misuse of the verb
were also detected in the learner corpus. Some learners used nonhuman nouns as the
subject of the verbs. Such usage was not found in the NS corpus, where human
subjects were used to precede the verb. The instances from the NNS corpus are
presented below:
Give up
The native speakers’ preference toward one-word verbs rather than phrasal verbs
was also shown in the use of give up and its synonymous verb, abandon. As shown in
Table 4.15, native speakers would use abandon instead of give up in most cases. The
learners, on the other hand, showed the opposite tendency. They used the phrasal64
verbs more than the one-word verb.
Table 4.15 The Frequency of Give Up and Its Synonymous Verb
the NS corpus the NNS corpus
Verbs
RF Percentage RF Percentage
give up 2 9% 43 67%
abandon 22 91% 21 33%
TOTAL 24 64
Note. RF=Raw Frequency.
Build up
As Table 4.9 shows, build up was also a verb overused by the learners. It
occurred ten times per million words in the NS corpus but 42 times per million words
in the NNS corpus. Table 4.16 presents the comparison of the frequency of the verb
and its synonymous verbs in the two corpora. It revealed that the phrasal verb was
disfavored by the native speakers. They would use other synonymous verbs rather
than the phrasal verb. The frequency distribution of the verbs in the NNS corpus also
yielded similar findings. However, the learners used the phrasal verb more than the
native speakers.
Table 4.16 The Frequency of Build Up and Its Synonymous Verbs
the NS corpus the NNS corpus
Verbs
RF Percentage RF Percentage
build up 14 1.0% 78 4.7%
build 97 7.0% 118 7.1%
develop 806 57.9% 1233 74.7%
establish 474 34.1% 222 13.4%
TOTAL 1391 1651
Note. RF=Raw Frequency.
Turn Out65
Turn out has more than seven meanings in English dictionaries (Sinclair, 2003;
Rundell, 2007). However, only one meaning was used in the NS corpus and the NNS
corpus. The verb was used to mean prove to be. Although both the native speakers and
the learners used it in academic writing, the learners used it significantly more than
the native speakers (LL=-18.26). The difference probably stemmed from the
preference of the use of one-word verbs by the native speakers. Table 4.17 presents
the comparison of the use of turn out to be and prove to be. As can be seen, the native
speakers used prove to be much more than the other expression while the learners
used the two expressions at similar frequencies.
Table 4.17 The Frequency of Turn Out to Be and Prove to Be
the NS corpus the NNS corpus
Verbs
RF Percentage RF Percentage
turn out to be 10 22% 28 47%
prove to be 35 78% 32 53%
TOTAL 45 60
Note. RF=Raw Frequency.
Bring Up
As confirmed by the log-likelihood test, the verb was overused by the learners
(LL=-15.27). An examination of the use of the verb in the NNS corpus showed that
most of the instances of bring up means raise (e.g. brought up the issue, brought up
the question):66
When the verb was used in this sense, the native speakers preferred to use raise rather
than bring up. As Table 4.18 shows, bring up only accounted for 2% of all occurrence
of the pair. Though the percentage in the NNS corpus also showed that the learners
were more likely to use raise rather than bring up, the percentage was not as high as
that in the NS corpus.
Table 4.18 The Frequency of Bring Up and Its Synonymous Verb
the NS corpus the NNS corpus
Verbs
RF Percentage RF Percentage
bring up
5 3 2% 29 27%
raise
6 141 98% 79 73%
TOTAL 144 108
Note. RF=Raw Frequency.
Catch Up
In COCA, the verb was used more in the fiction (34.88times per million words)
and spoken (22.81 times per million words) section than in the academic subcorpus
(9.12 times per million words). In the present study, it was used only once per million
5 The frequency of the use of bring up in this table only included the use of it as to mention something.
6 In the two corpora, several senses of the verb were used, including to take care of (a child), to
increase, and to move things to a higher position. Instances of these senses were filtered out
manually when calculating the frequency. The frequency in the table only included the sense of
mentioning something.67
words in the NS corpus. It showed that the verb was not frequently used by native
speakers in academic writing.
The learners in the study used catch up 11.27 times per million, which showed
the tendency of overuse. They used it (catch up with) mainly to express the meaning
of reaching the same standard as other people:
An exploration of the NS corpus showed that the speakers would use other
expressions to convey the meaning. Some examples are presented below:
(LL01-1) Selinker also dealt with the question of the relatively few individuals who despite
a late age of onset of acquisition succeed in reaching levels of L2 "competence"
comparable to that of native speakers…
(LL01-2) …postpuberty (including adult) learners may well attain the same linguistic
knowledge and exhibit the same linguistic behavior as native speakers in certain
(limited) areas of the target language without thereby being indistinguishable from
mother-tongue speakers in all relevant respects.
In the first example, rather than using catching up with the native speakers, the writer
used reaching levels… comparable to…. Similarly, in the second example, the writer
did not use the phrasal verb. He/She used the structure attain the same…as…instead.
Speak Out
The overuse of speak out was due to the learners’ misuse of the verb. In
Macmillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners (Rundell, 2007), the verb was
defined as “to state your opinion firmly and publicly about something, especially in68
order to protest against or defend something (p.1432).” However, in the NNS corpus,
the verb was mainly used to express the meaning of saying something out loud:
The misuse probably resulted from the strategy of direct translation. In Chinese,
“SHUO (說)” refers to say or speak something. When encouraging someone to say
something out loud, Chinese tend to collocate “SHUO” with “CHU LAI (出來)”,
which literally means out. The learners may be influenced by the expression and
directly translated it as speak out.
Write Down
The verb was the fourth most frequent phrasal verb in the NS corpus, which
suggested that it could be used in academic writing. Yet as revealed by the score of the
log-Likelihood test in Table 4.9, the verb was overused by the learners. To explore
possible causes of the overuse, the researcher compared the use of the verb by the
native speakers and by the learners. In the NNS corpus, it was found that 22 out of
116 instances of the use of write down included prepositional phrases in the sentences:
1. ... , in their writing classrooms, teachers write down a topic on the blackboard, give little ...
2. ... bulary once or twice and students would write down the answer on the paper.This Taiwanese ...
3. ... he answers from the students would be written down on the questionnaires. The interview wa ...
4. ... h (SeeAppendix J). The instructor also wrote down key points on the blackboard to make su ...
5. ... uring the freewriting process, students wrote down what came into their mind on paper with ...69
Such use was rare in the NS corpus. When the speakers specified the places where the
words were written, they tended to use write rather than write down. From the
analysis, it seems that when write down is used, it implies the words must be written
on a piece of paper or something else. It is thus unnecessary to add a prepositional
phrase to the sentence to illustrate where the words are written.
The analysis showed that the learners’ use of write down as write was the major
cause of the overuse. If the 22 instances were deducted from the frequency of the use
of write down in the NNS corpus, the difference of the use of the verb between the
two corpora will not be statistically significant (LL=-4.26).
Add Up
The verb was used 16 times in the NNS corpus. It was used to express the
meaning of calculating the total number of something by the learners. However, the
verb was only used once in the NS corpus. It can be inferred that the native speakers
use other expressions to convey the same meaning. An examination of the NS corpus
showed that native speakers used expressions like the total …of… was calculated. The
examples are shown as follow:
(IR12) Subsequently, the total number of path gestures was calculated for each group of
subjects.
(JS12) All episodes were timed (in minutes and seconds), and the total time spent on these
aspects of writing was calculated.
The native speaker’s preference toward the use of the other expressions suggests
that the phrasal verb may be somewhat informal in register. In COCA, add up was
used more frequently in the spoken and the magazine subcorpus rather than in the70
academic subcorpus. The verb occurred approximately eleven times per million words
in the former two subcorpora while it only occurred less than four times per million
words in the latter corpus. The learners were not aware of the register difference and
overused the verb.
4.4.2 Phrasal verbs underused by non-native speakers
As revealed by the log-likelihood tests, four phrasal verbs were underused by the
learners. These verbs are presented in Table 4.19. Each of the verbs was analyzed and
are presented below.
Table 4.19 Phrasal Verbs Underused by the Non-Native Speakers
The NS corpus
(1363370 words)
The NNS corpus
(1862780 words) Phrasal verbs
RF RFPMW RF RFPMW
LLscore
set out 40 29 12 6 25.91*
hold up 10 7 0 0 17.23*
take on 45 33 25 13 13.73*
bear out 18 13 5 3 12.42*
Note. RF=Raw Frequency. RFPMW= Raw Frequency per Million Words.
LL=Log-Likelihood
Set Out
The verb was used 29 times per million words in the NS corpus while it was used
only six times per million words in the NNS corpus. An analysis of the use of the verb
in the two corpora showed that two senses of the verb were used in the corpora: to
start doing something with a particular purpose and to explain something in a detail
way. The frequency of the use of the two senses is presented in Table 4.20. As can be
seen, the former sense was used 28 times by the native speakers while it was used71
nine times by the learners. The latter sense was used 12 times in the NS corpus and
three times in the NNS corpus. Significant difference was found only in the use of the
former sense but not the latter one, which showed that the learners only underused the
former sense.
Table 4.20 Comparison of the Use of Set Out in the Two Corpora
The NS corpus
(1363370 words)
The NNS corpus
(1862780 words) Senses of set out
RF RFPMW RF RFPMW
LLscore
to start doing something 28 21 9 5 17.07*
to explain something 12 9 3 2 8.97
Note. RF=Raw Frequency. RFPMW= Raw Frequency per Million Words.
LL=Log-Likelihood
When set out was used to mean to start doing something, the native speakers
tended to collocate it with to investigate to express the purposes of their studies:
However, when the learners expressed their research purposes, they would use other
verbs such as intend, aim, and attempt rather than set out:72
The native speakers’ preference toward the use of set out instead of other verbs
suggests that there should be differences between the meaning of set out and other
synonymous verbs. To explore the differences, the researcher consulted the Macmillan
English Dictionary for Advanced Learners (Rundell, 2007) and Collins Cobuild
Advanced Learners’English Dictionary (Sinclair, 2003). The definition of these verbs
is summarized in Table 4.21. Based on the definitions from the dictionaries, the
phrasal verb is different from the other verbs in its semantic feature of beginning or
starting doing something.
Table 4.21 Definition of Set Out and Its Synonymous Verbs
The verb Definition
set out to start trying or doing something to realize an aim
aim to to hope to achieve something or to decide to do something
intend to to have a plan in one’s mind to do something
attempt to to try to do something, especially something difficult
In academic writing, the research purposes are usually introduced at the
beginning of the writing and the native speakers may prefer the phrasal verb since it
contains the meaning of starting or beginning.
The underuse of the verb by the learners may be attributed to two reasons. First,
the learners may not have the intention to stress the meaning of beginning when they
introduce their research purposes at the beginning of the theses. They therefore
employ other verbs. Second, it is also possible that the learners deliberately avoid
using set out since phrasal verbs are usually deemed informal and should be avoided
in academic writing.
Hold Up73
The verb was used ten times in the NS corpus. It was mainly used to mean
remaining true or valid after examination:
(JS-18) Even in terms of the verb construction alone, Chao's interpretation doesn’t hold up.
He used only eight passive constructions in a nine and a half page paper…
(ML-17) But what exactly is the nature of this negotiation and how do existing models of
charting negotiation hold up in an electronic environment?
(SS-05) These gains were also found to hold up over time (1 week).
However, the verb was not used by the learners in the present study. The phenomenon
was probably resulted from the idiomatic nature of the sense of the verb. The meaning
used in the NS corpus was quite idiomatic. The learners may not know that hold up
has such meaning and they therefore did not use it in their writing. The underuse may
also stem from the informality of phrasal verbs. The learners may choose not to use it
to maintain the formality of their writing.
Take On
The verb was used 45 times in the NS corpus and was the fifth most common
phrasal verb used by the native speakers. It was used to mean to begin to have a
particular quality or to accept a job or responsibility in the corpus. When the later
sense was used, the native speakers tended to collocate the verb with the role or an
adjective plus roles:
The underuse of the verb by the non-native speakers partly resulted from their74
preference toward the use of play rather than take on in similar contexts. The
collocation play the role occurred 38 times in the corpus while take on the role only
appeared five times.
The preference toward the use of play rather than take on is possibly related to
the semantic transparency of the verbs. The sense of take on was more idiomatic than
the play. Some learners may be afraid of misusing it and thus choose to use play,
which sense was more transparent, in order to avoid making mistakes.
Bear Out
The verb was used 13 times per million words in the NS corpus whereas it was
only used three times per million words in the NNS corpus. One possible explanation
of the underuse is the influence of dialect differences. According to Oxford Phrasal
Verbs Dictionary (2001:12), the phrasal verb was more frequently used in British
English. Most learners in Taiwan, however, were more familiar with American
English. They may not know the verb and thus rarely used it in academic writing.
4.5 Discussion of the Use of Phrasal Verbs by the Non-native speakers
The section discusses the use of phrasal verbs by the learners. The first part
presents the discussion of the frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in the NNS corpus.
The second part discusses the overused and the underused phrasal verbs by the
learners.
4.5.1 Discussion of the frequency of phrasal verbs in the NNS corpus
The learners in the present study did not use phrasal verbs frequently in75
academic writing. They used the structure 1580 times per million words, which was
much lower than the frequency of phrasal verbs in BNC (Gardner and Davies, 2007)
and in EU documents (Trebits, 2009).
The frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in the NNS corpus may be affected by
two factors. First, the learners are aware of the informality of phrasal verbs and they
therefore limit their use of the structure. The learners in the present study were
graduate students majoring in English. Most of them had taken courses of English
writing for years and some of them may even had taken courses especially on
academic writing. With the knowledge of English academic writing, the learners may
thus avoid using phrasal verbs frequently in writing. Second, the advisors and the
committee members of the theses may also influence the frequency of the use of the
verbs in the learner corpus. When writing theses, the learners may receive suggestions
on wording from their advisors or committee members of their theses. These
reviewers are experienced in writing academic English in the field of applied
linguistics and are thus familiar with the writing conventions in the discourse
community. When they review the drafts of theses, they may suggest the learners to
replace phrasal verbs with other more formal expressions in order to adhere to the
writing conventions in the field.
Although the frequency of the use of phrasal verbs by the learners was lower
than that of the other studies, the learners used the structure more than the native
speakers at a significant level.
The discrepancy between the use of the structure by the native speakers and the
learners may result from several reasons. First, learners may be unaware of the
register features of some phrasal verbs, employing the verbs without considering the76
formality of the structure. The discrepancy may also be influenced by the genre
differences between the two corpora. In the study, the NS corpus was constituted by
published research articles while the NNS corpus was compiled by theses. When
writing theses, writers need to rephrase or summarize important findings in different
sections. In order to avoid repetition, the writers may employ phrasal verbs as
alternatives of one-word verbs. On the other hand, when writing research articles, the
writers usually condense their writing because the space limitation of journals.
Therefore, they do not repeat their findings several times in their writing and do not
have to use phrasal verbs as the alternatives. The third possibility is the differences of
the writing abilities between the learners and the native speakers. When the native
speakers restate their findings, they have a wide repertoire of expressions so they may
use different sentence structures or expressions rather than phrasal verbs as the
alternatives for rephrasing. However, when the learners rephrase research findings in
their writing, they may only replace the one-word verbs with phrasal verbs to avoid
repetition because of their writing abilities.
4.5.2 Discussion of the overused and the underused phrasal verbs
In the NNS corpus of the present study, the overuse of phrasal verbs is more
common than the underuse of the structure. Out of 49 phrasal verbs occurring more
than five times per million words in either the NS corpus or the NNS corpus, 13 verbs
were overused by the learner, which occupied more than 25% of the 49 phrasal verbs.
On the other hand, only four verbs were underused by the learners.
It is interesting to note that such result is different from the findings of Waibel’s
(2007) research. In her study, more phrasal verbs were underused rather than overused77
in the learner corpora. Out of 72 phrasal verbs examined in her study, 22 verbs were
underused in most of the learner corpora. Only five verbs were overused by most of
the learners (Waibel, 2007:79). The difference may stem from the difference in the
proficiency level of the target learners. In Waibel’s study, the corpora data were
derived from the essays written by EFL college students. For these students, phrasal
verbs may be a difficult linguistic structure. To decrease the possibility of making
mistakes, they may avoid using it in their writing. In contrast, the learners in the study
were more advanced learners of English. They were more confident than the college
students in the use of phrasal verbs. They may be more willing to use phrasal verbs in
their writing and thus showed the tendency of overusing phrasal verbs.
The difference between the results of the two studies may also result from the
corpora data used in the two studies. In the present study, the reference corpus was
derived from the research articles written by native speakers. When writing the highly
formal text, they are likely to avoid using phrasal verbs to maintain the formality of
their writing. In contrast, the reference corpus in Waibel’s study consisted of essays
written by native college students. Since the genre is not as formal as research articles,
they may employ more phrasal verbs in their writing. When the two corpora were
used as the standard of the use of phrasal verbs for learners in the two studies, it was
reasonable that the two studies yielded different results in the use of phrasal verbs by
the learners.
It is also interesting to note that some phrasal verbs are underused ore overused
across different learner corpora. Among the verbs used by learners, three verbs (turn
out, find out, and come up) were overused and two verbs (set out and take on) were
underused in the present study and in more than six subcorpora of ICLE (Waibel,78
2007). The phenomenon is probably related to the input received by EFL learners.
The learners may commonly see the overused phrasal verbs in textbooks or other
language learning resources and thus use them more frequently in their writing. The
underused verbs, on the other hand, may be less commonly seen in the language
learning resources. Since the learners did not frequently receive the input of these
verbs, they may not use the verbs frequently in their writing.79
CHAPTER FIVE
Conclusion
This chapter first summarizes the major findings of the present study, then
provides pedagogical implications for the teaching of English for academic purposes,
and finally discusses the limitations of the study and the suggestions for future
studies.
5.1 Summary of Major Findings
The present study investigated the use of phrasal verbs in the academic writing
of native speakers and Taiwanese graduate students in the field of applied linguistics.
The researcher collected research articles written by native speakers and theses by
Taiwanese graduate students to build a reference corpus and a learner corpus of more
than one million words. The results showed that though phrasal verbs were used, they
were used infrequently in academic writing by native speakers. The structure was
used around 1100 times per million words, which was approximately 4.5 times lower
than the frequencies of the use of phrasal verbs in other written corpora. The results
from the learner corpus also showed that phrasal verbs were not frequently by the
learners; however, they used the structure significantly more than the native speakers
(around 1580 times per million words).
The study also found that both the native speakers and the learners only used a
narrow range of phrasal verbs in their writing. The 25 most frequent phrasal verbs
accounted for around 70% and 80% of the occurrence of all phrasal verbs in the NS
and the NNS corpus respectively. Another interesting finding was that in the NS80
corpus, there was a significant difference in the frequency of the top two frequent
phrasal verbs and the other verbs. The top two phrasal verbs occupied around 15% of
the occurrence of all phrasal verbs respectively. However, the frequency of the third
most frequent phrasal verb dropped to around 5%, which was three times lower than
the top two phrasal verbs. Similar result was also found in the NNS corpus. The most
frequent phrasal verb occupied around 20% of the occurrence of all phrasal verbs,
whereas the frequency of the second most frequent verb was two times lower than that
of the top one. The finding suggests that only few phrasal verbs are frequently used in
academic writing in the field of applied linguistics.
The relative frequencies of the use of phrasal verbs and their one-word
equivalents were also explored in the present study. It was found that both the learner
and the native speakers preferred to use one-word verbs rather than phrasal verbs.
However, the learners used phrasal verbs more times than the native speakers.
In addition to the investigation of the frequency of the phrasal verbs in the
corpora, the study further probed into the use of phrasal verbs in the learner corpus. It
was found that among the 49 phrasal verbs occurring more than five times per million
words in either the NS or the NNS corpus, 13 verbs were overused and four verbs
were underused by the learners.
The overuse may be attributed to three factors. First, the learners overused
phrasal verbs (e.g. figure out and sum up) that occurred more frequently in informal
contexts, which suggests that they may be unaware of the registers of some phrasal
verbs. Second, the overuse may stem from the overgeneralization of verb use. That is,
the learners used phrasal verbs in contexts where the native speakers preferred other
expressions. For example, in the NS corpus, the native speakers usually used find out81
with questions words; however, the learners collocated the verb with other noun
phrases more frequently than with questions words. Third, the overuse could also
result from the influence of first language. The learners were found to misuse the
phrasal verb speak out to mean to say something out loud due to the influence of
Chinese expression “SHOU CHU LAI (說出來) .” Such use lead to the overuse of the
phrasal verb.
The underuse of phrasal verbs by the learners may result from the input the
learners received or the discouragement of the use of phrasal verbs in the writing
textbooks. The learners in the study were found to underuse phrasal verbs which were
also underused by other learners. The underuse of these phrasal verbs across different
learner corpora may be because the learners seldom encountered these phrasal verbs
in their language learning materials. Second, some learners may have acquired the
underused phrasal verbs, but they deliberately avoided using the verbs due to the
suggestions of avoid using phrasal verbs in academic writing.
5.2 Pedagogical Implications
Based on the results of the present study, three pedagogical implications are
proposed for the teaching of English academic writing. First, there is a need to
construct frequent phrasal verbs lists in academic writing in order to effectively
instruct the use of phrasal verbs. The results of the study showed that only a limited
range of phrasal verbs were commonly used in academic writing and these verbs
made up 70% of the occurrence of all phrasal verbs. Thus, the lists of phrasal verbs
are of great pedagogical values since the lists may cover most of the phrasal verbs that
students may encounter in academic writing. In addition, when constructing the lists82
of common phrasal verbs, different lists are suggested to be generated for different
disciplines and for different written genres. As revealed from Table 4.6, though some
phrasal verbs are commonly used in writing across different corpora, some phrasal
verbs may be only used frequently in a particular genre or discipline. Thus, teachers
or textbooks writers of academic writing are recommended to develop lists of frequent
phrasal verbs for different genres or disciplines to cater to the special needs of
students.
Second, when teaching phrasal verbs, teachers should not present the structure in
isolation. In the learner corpus of the present study, the collocations of some phrasal
verbs were found to be different from those in the NS corpus, which shows that the
learners do not know exactly how native speakers use the verb. It is suggested that
teachers should not only provide learners with the list of phrasal verbs and ask
students to memorize the verbs. The verbs should be treated as lexical chunks and
their syntactic and collocational restrictions should also be introduced to students (De
Cock, 2005).
The third implication of the study is the integration of data-driven learning
(Johns, 1991) activities in courses of academic writing. In the present study, though
the learners were fairly advanced learners of English, they were found to use phrasal
verbs in ways deviant from the native speakers. To help learners to use phrasal verbs
as native speakers, teachers could involve data-driven learning activities in their
classes. Through the activities, the students can discover the restrictions of the use of
phrasal verbs and acquire the verb use from the exposure to authentic materials. For
advanced learners of English, teachers can also introduce them to concordance tools
or online corpus so that the learners can utilize the tools when they are not sure about83
the use of certain phrasal verbs.
5.3 Limitations of the Study
The study is limited in three perspectives. First, the data of the two corpora do
not belong to the same genre. Due to practical concerns, the researcher compared the
use of phrasal verbs in research articles by native speakers and theses by Taiwanese
graduate students. Although both research articles and theses belong to fairly formal
written genres, the differences between the two genres may still have a certain effect
on the frequency of the use of phrasal verbs.
Second, the frequency of the use of phrasal verbs in the study is not further
categorized according to the meanings of phrasal verbs. A phrasal verb may have
multiple meanings. However, owing to the size of the corpora, it is difficult for the
researcher to manually examine the meanings of each phrasal verb and calculate the
frequency of different meanings of a phrasal verb. Thus, though high frequency
phrasal verbs were identified in the study, it is difficult to know the semantic
frequency of each phrasal verb from the lists of frequent phrasal verbs.
5.4 Suggestions for Future Research
Based on the results and the limitations of the study, some possible directions for
future research are proposed as follows. First, corpora of the same genre can be built
for the analysis of the use of phrasal verbs. Researchers can collect data of the same
genre written by native speakers and by learners to compare the use of phrasal verbs.
Results from such comparison will be more convincing than the results of the present
study since the factor of genre differences can be totally excluded from the research.84
Another suggestion is the semantic analysis of the use of phrasal verbs. As
mentioned earlier, a phrasal verb has multiple meanings. Some may be frequently
used while some rarely occurred in academic writing. It is thus important for learners
to know the meanings frequently used in academic writing. However, few studies
have attempted to analyze the semantic frequencies of the use of phrasal verbs.
The third direction of future research is the comparison of the use of phrasal
verbs among different disciplines. Previous studies have found that there were
differences in the use of linguistic features in the academic writing of different
disciplines (e.g. Chang and Swales, 1999; Hyland, 1999a; Hyland, 2008). The results
of the present study have shed some light on the use of phrasal verbs in the field of
applied linguistics. However, it is still not clear whether differences exist among
different disciplines in terms of the use of phrasal verb.
The fourth suggestion for future studies is to explore the differences of the use of
phrasal verbs in learner spoken corpora and written corpora. Phrasal verbs are more
frequently employed in spoken language rather than formal writing (Biber et al.,
1999). It may be of interest to examine whether learners exhibit differences in the
frequency of the use of the structure or adopt different phrasal verbs in spoken and in
written corpora.85
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APPENDIXA
All Phrasal Verbs in the NS Corpus
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
act out 2
act upon 1
add up 1
back down 1
back up 1
balance out 2
beak up 3
bear out 18
bite off 1
blurt out 1
break down 16
break off 1
break out 1
break up 1
bring down 2
bring out 5
bring up 5
build on 2
build up 14
build upon 2
call out 2
call up 1
call upon 1
cancel out 1
card out 1
carry out 248
carry over 12
carry through 1
carve out 1
catch up 2
cave in 1
clean up 1
close out 1
collate out 195
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
come across 4
come around 1
come down 1
come out 3
come through 1
come up 19
copy down 1
covary out 1
cover up 1
crawl up 2
cross off 2
cross over 1
cry out 1
cut out 1
divide up 3
draw on 3
draw up 9
draw upon 6
dress up 1
drop off 2
drop out 2
end up 14
factor out 4
fall down 1
fall off 1
fall out 1
feed through 1
figure out 3
fill in 24
fill out 19
filter out 1
find out 16
finish up 1
flag up 1
follow up 8
free up 9
gear down 196
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
get across 1
get around 1
get down 1
get in 1
get off 1
get out 4
give over 1
give up 2
glance over 1
go away 1
go on 40
go out 1
go over 3
go through 3
go up 3
grow up 5
hand out 1
head off 1
help out 1
hold out 2
hold up 11
keep up 3
lay out 4
leap out 1
leave aside 3
leave off 1
leave out 4
leave over 1
leave up 1
let off 1
level out 2
line up 1
link up 1
listen out 1
live up 1
look down 2
look out 197
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
look over 2
look up 22
lose out 1
make up 72
map out 3
map out 3
mark down 1
mark off 3
mark out 1
mark up 2
match up 1
mess up 1
miss out 1
move around 2
move away 3
move out 2
move over 1
move up 1
note down 2
open up 10
opt out 3
pack up 1
pair up 1
pass on 1
pass out 4
pass over 3
pass up 1
pick out 3
pick up 21
pile up 1
pin down 4
pin up 1
play down 1
play out 6
point down 1
point out 231
print out 198
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
pull out 3
put on 7
put off 3
ramp off 1
rattle off 1
read off 3
read out 3
roll down 2
rule out 10
run out 3
say out 1
scroll up 2
search out 1
seek out 9
sell out 1
send out 2
separate out 5
set aside 5
set off 3
set out 40
set up 30
settle in 1
shift down 1
shore up 1
show up 7
sign off 1
sign up 1
single out 4
siphon off 1
sit down 1
sketch out 3
slow down 8
sound out 1
spark off 1
speak out 1
speak up 1
spell out 599
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
spill over 1
spread out 1
spring up 1
stand out 14
start out 3
step out 2
strike up 1
strip down 1
sum up 14
switch off 2
take away 2
take on 45
take off 2
take out 2
take over 1
take up 34
tease apart 2
tease out 4
test out 4
think out 2
think up 1
throw out 1
throw up 2
tone down 1
trade off 6
try out 3
turn off 1
turn out 17
turn over 3
turn up 3
use over 2
use up 2
warm up 4
watch out 1
weigh up 1
work on 7
work out 14100
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
work up 1
write down 48
write out 6
write up 4
zoom out 1
round off 1
TOTAL 1496101
APPENDIX B
All Phrasal Verbs in the NNS Corpus
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
add up 16
agree upon 6
argue over 2
arose out 2
back up 1
bear out 5
begin over 1
blank out 1
block away 1
blurt out 1
boil down 1
break down 8
break up 1
bring up 33
build up 78
build upon 1
call out 2
call upon 6
calm down 1
cancel out 1
carry around 1
carry out 255
carry over 4
carve out 1
cast upon 1
catch up 21
change over 1
charge up 1
check out 2
check up 1
choose out 2
churn up 1
clear up 4102
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
come across 1
come out 4
come up 62
conjure up 3
constitute up 1
copy down 1
cover up 1
cross out 6
cut down 3
cut off 1
die out 3
draw on 1
draw out 5
draw up 3
draw upon 1
drop off 1
drop out 3
eat out 2
edit out 1
end up 11
fade away 1
fade out 1
fall down 1
figure out 95
fill in 68
fill out 52
fill up 4
filter out 2
find out 270
fix up 1
flee away 2
follow up 6
free up 1
gather up 1
gear up 1
get across 2103
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
get along 5
get around 1
get down 3
get off 2
get out 1
get over 1
give along 3
give out 3
give up 44
go along 4
go around 1
go down 2
go down 1
go off 1
go on 43
go out 2
go over 2
go through 3
go up 4
grabble up 1
grade up 2
grow out 1
grow up 7
guess out 1
hand out 3
handle up 1
hang out 1
hook on 1
idle away 1
iron out 1
jot down 9
keep up 16
lay out 2
lay out 3
lead up 1
leave out 9104
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
line up 2
linger around 1
list out 1
live up 3
log in 3
log out 1
look around 4
look down 4
look out 1
look up 46
look upon 7
lower down 2
make out 2
make up 100
map out 2
mark down 4
mark off 1
match up 4
measure up 1
mete out 1
miss out 2
mix up 2
mix up 1
mount up 2
move around 1
move away 1
move on 1
move out 1
narrow down 9
note down 4
open up 5
opt out 1
pair up 4
parcel out 1
pass down 3
pass out 2105
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
pay off 1
pick out 5
pick up 41
pin down 2
plan out 1
play down 7
play up 2
point out 601
polish up 1
ponder over 2
pop out 1
pop up 1
print out 2
provide aside 1
put aside 1
put down 2
put on 19
put up 2
read on 4
read out 6
rebuild up 1
reflect upon 3
rise up 1
roar up 2
root out 1
round up 4
round up 1
rule out 3
run out 17
scale down 1
scout out 1
screen out 4
scroll up 1
seek out 4
send out 2
set aside 2106
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
set off 1
set out 12
set up 67
settle down 1
shape up 1
shout out 1
show off 2
show up 10
shut down 1
slack off 1
slow down 13
soar up 2
sound off 1
sound out 7
speak out 17
speak up 6
speed up 11
sprawl up 1
spread out 1
spring up 1
squeeze up 1
stall off 1
stand out 10
stand up 5
start off 1
start over 1
stay up 1
step out 3
stir up 2
strike up 1
sum up 175
take away 3
take down 1
take in 1
take on 25
take off 2107
Phrasal Verbs Raw Frequency
take out 3
take over 1
take up 23
test on 2
test out 4
test upon 2
think out 3
think over 4
tighten up 1
touch off 1
touch upon 2
track down 2
try on 1
try out 15
tune out 2
tune up 2
turn around 1
turn down 1
turn out 67
turn over 2
wake up 1
walk around 6
walk down 1
walk out 2
wander around 1
ward off 1
warm up 3
wipe out 1
work down 3
work on 1
work out 21
wrap up 2
write down 116
write on 4
write out 2
TOTAL 2945108
APPENDIX C
Comparison of the Phrasal Verbs Occurred 5 Times Per Million
Words in the Two Corpora
The NS corpus
(1363370 words)
The NNS corpus
(1862780 words) Phrasal verbs
RF RFPMW RF RFPMW
LLscore
Underuse/
Overuse
add up 1 1 16 9 -11.69* O
bear out 18 13 5 3 12.42* U
break down 16 12 8 4 5.80
bring up 5 4 33 18 -15.27* O
build up 14 10 78 42 -31.33* O
catch up 2 1 21 11 -12.92* O
carry out 248 182 255 137 10.11
carry over 12 9 4 2 7.07
come up 19 14 62 33 -12.59* O
draw up 9 7 3 2 5.30
end up 14 10 11 6 1.90
figure out 4 3 95 51 -77.74 O
fill in 24 18 68 37 -10.43
fill out 19 14 52 28 -7.37
find out 16 12 270 145 -200.78* O
follow up 8 6 6 3 1.25
free up 9 7 1 1 10.10
give up 2 1 43 24 -34.31* O
go on 40 29 43 23 1.19
hold up 10 7 0 0 17.23* U
jot down 0 0 9 7 -9.89
keep up 3 2 16 9 -6.17
leave out 4 3 9 5 -0.72
look up 22 16 46 25 -2.81
make up 70 51 100 54 -0.08
narrow down 0 0 9 7 -9.89
open up 10 7 5 3 3.62
pick up 21 15 41 22 -1.83
point out 231 169 601 323 -75.15* O109
The NS corpus
(1363370 words)
The NNS corpus
(1862780 words) Phrasal verbs
RF RFPMW RF RFPMW
LLscore
Underuse/
Overuse
put on 7 5 19 10 -2.64
rule out 10 7 3 2 6.48
run out 3 2 17 9 -6.93
stand out 14 10 10 5 2.50
seek out 9 7 4 2 3.85
set out 40 29 12 6 25.91* U
set up 30 22 67 36 -5.28
show up 7 5 10 5 -0.01
slow down 8 6 13 7 -0.15
speak out 1 1 17 9 -12.67* O
speed up 7 5 11 6 -0.08
sum up 14 10 175 94 -116.53* O
take on 45 33 25 13 13.73* U
take up 34 25 23 12 6.95
try out 3 2 15 8 -5.42
turn out 17 12 67 36 -18.26* O
work on 7 5 1 1 7.13
work out 14 10 21 11 -0.07
write down 48 35 116 62 -11.82* O
write out 6 4 2 1 3.54
Note. RF=Raw Frequency. RFPMW= Raw Frequency per Million Words.
O=Overuse. U=Underuse. *p<0.001.